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Abstract
Access to healthy food, including an adequate supply of fresh fruit and vegetables, is a
global health and social issue. The methods of accessing and distributing fresh fruit and
vegetables has changed over the past several decades, with greater reliance on import
and export of goods, changes in farming and agriculture industries and practices, and
acknowledgement of the role of poverty and food insecurity issues. Good Food Box
(GFB) programs, primarily intended to reach audiences most vulnerable to food
insecurity, distribute fresh fruit and vegetables at affordable, lower than regular retail
prices to voluntary participants. This paper explores the factors that contribute to
sustainability of GFB programs in Canada, using an online survey methodology of all
known existing and discontinued GFB programs across Canada. It tests if the factors
identified in the literature search do, in fact, contribute to GFB program sustainability in
practice in Canada. Case selection was conducted through a review of GFB qualitative
research completed in 2013, a general internet search, and snowball sampling of other
programs, through a review of publicly available information of those programs and
through known programs referring them to the lead researcher. The research study
finds that two of the five factors identified in the literature, bricolage and network
collaboration, contribute to GFB program sustainability in Canada. Three other factors,
policy alignment, Board of Directors governance, and effective performance
management were not found to be statistically significant contributors to GFB program
sustainability in Canada.
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Introduction
Hippocrates, often referred to as the “Father of Medicine” (Wikipedia, 2019) and credited
with being the first person to believe that diseases were caused naturally, and not because
of superstition and gods, coined the term “let food be thy medicine and medicine be thy
food” (Brainy Quote, 2001-2019) (Wikipedia, 2019). Today, the World Health Organization
(WHO) advises that five servings of fresh fruit and vegetables per day are essential to
preventing diabetes, heart disease, stroke and cancer (WHO, 2018).

Food policies and programs that address health, environmental impacts, agriculture, food
insecurity and poverty, have emerged globally, nationally, provincially, and municipally. The
literature identifies evidence-based best practice approaches under the umbrella of food
system frameworks, which suggest a comprehensive multi-faceted approach will have the
greatest and most sustainable long-term impact on the health of individuals and their
access to healthy food (Elsharkawy & La Forge, 2017).

Fresh fruit and vegetable distribution falls within one component of the commonly accepted
food system framework, and includes what is known as, Good Food Box (GFB) programs. A
GFB program, primarily intended to reach audiences most vulnerable to food insecurity,
offers fresh fruit and vegetables at affordable, lower than regular retail prices. The food is
purchased in bulk by a lead agency and is then distributed through a variety of community
sites to those who participate. The purpose of this research is to examine what factors
contribute to sustainability of GFB programs in Canada.
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The concept of bulk food purchasing to supply a group of members or participants
originated in Japan in 1965. Beginning as a collective purchasing of milk, the system,
known as the Seikatsu Club, expanded to involve other food items, and creates materials
for daily living, collaborating with producers and members, and supporting social issues
through collective purchase and action. The goal is to promote healthy quality of life for all
members (The Seikatsu Club, 2018).

FoodShare Toronto, home to the first GFB program in Canada, has been in operation since
1994 and many other GFB programs in Canada have modeled their approach after this
program (Laporte Potts, 2013, p. 8). Although GFB programs have been implemented in
Canada for over two decades, little research has been done on the effectiveness of the
programs, or on determining whether they are achieving their desired outcomes, including
provision of affordable, healthy fresh fruit and vegetables to those in greatest financial need
(Laporte Potts, 2013, p. 1). Research in this area is timely given the release of Canada’s
national food policy, on June 17, 2019, that identifies four key gaps to address, including
increasing access to affordable, nutritious and safe food, generally one of the primary goals
of GFB programs (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada, 2019, p. 9).

This research paper will begin with outlining the research question and methodology used
to complete the research study and identify study limitations. Within the literature review
section, food is framed as a global and national health issue, to set the stage for discussion
of GFB programs, and how they align with a food system framework. Five key topics that
contribute to GFB program sustainability are examined from the literature evidence: policy
alignment, Board of Directors governance, bricolage, effective performance management,
and network collaboration. The definition and scope of sustainability is presented from what
8

was found in a review of the literature. Data analysis is presented in two ways: qualitative
and quantitative data analysis of the survey results categorically under each of the five
factors; and, results of a statistical analysis, of each of the factors, on a composite
sustainability dependent variable (DV). The summary of findings and future areas for
research are outlined, followed by conclusion of the research.

Methodology
Most GFB programs are operated by a non-profit organization (NPO) or in partnership with
an NPO. Thus, a literature search was completed and focused on best practices related to
food programs and factors that contribute to NPO sustainability. The literature review was
conducted using the following key words: food programs; food program evaluations; food
policies; food policy frameworks; food system frameworks; non-profit organization
sustainability; non-profit organization financial viability; network collaboration. Geographical
key words used were: Canada; British Columbia; Alberta; Saskatchewan; Manitoba;
Ontario; Quebec; New Brunswick; Nova Scotia; Newfoundland and Labrador; Prince
Edward Island; Yukon; Northwest Territories; Nunavut. The predominant themes that
emerged from the literature review formed the components of the theoretical framework and
hypothesis and were used to analyze the research question, through an online survey.

Research Question
The research question for this inductive study is: what are the factors that contribute to GFB
program sustainability in Canada?

In addition to the literature review, this research study involved disseminating an online
9

survey to gather information from a lead manager or coordinator of all known existing and
discontinued/closed GFB programs in Canada, to determine if the themes found in the
literature of the factors that contribute to GFB program sustainability, are what is
experienced in GFB programs in practice in Canada. The survey is comprised of 43
questions. All questions were reviewed twice by the researcher before survey dissemination
to determine which questions related to which factor, or independent variable (IV), or to the
dependent variable (DV), to ensure each question was purposeful for the research. Survey
questions are a mix of quantitative and qualitative, open- and close-ended, single and multianswer multiple choice, likert scale matrix tables, and open text. A skip function was
embedded into questions where subsequent responses were relevant only to those who
responded affirmatively to the original question. Eight people, including the researcher, who
were not study participants, tested the survey in advance of broad dissemination, so that
the researcher could identify and address survey errors or omissions. Because the research
involved human subjects, the research study was submitted to Western University’s Human
Research Ethics Office, for review and approval. Survey responses were collected through
Qualtrics, a secure online platform that uses encryption technology and restricted access
authorization to protect all data collected. In addition, Western University’s Qualtrics server
is in Ireland, where privacy standards are maintained under the European Union safe
harbor framework. Data were exported from Qualtrics and securely stored on Western
University’s server, analyzed in aggregate form on the researcher’s personal passwordprotected device. A word formatted copy of the Qualtrics platform survey is attached as
Appendix A.

Given that there is no central database or list of all GFB programs in Canada or in provinces
or territories, several steps were undertaken to create a study participant list. The 2013
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Laporte Potts publicly available research report formed the initial list; outreach with not-forprofit field experts to identify if there were any public domain databases of other programs,
did not generate additional programs (Laporte Potts, 2013, p. iv). Among those explored,
two former network and resource sites no longer had public domain web or relevant
resource pages available; one had an outdated facebook page, and one provided history
and context regarding network changes (FoodNet Ontario, 2016; Ontario Healthy
Communities Coalition (OHCC), n.d.; OHCC, 2019). A general internet search generated
information about several other GFB programs. Snowball sampling was used in the email
and telephone correspondence with study participants, and the researcher contacted those
referred GFB programs where public domain information was available; some additional
GFB programs were referred by the study participants directly to the researcher. This work
resulted in 47 study participants.

A letter of information and consent (LOI/C), attached as Appendix B, and a word format
copy of the survey, were emailed as part of the introductory research survey invitation,
followed by a subsequent email that contained a unique study ID code and a common link
to the online survey. A unique study ID code master list was retained by the researcher and
principal investigator and was embedded in the study, to meet ethics requirements and
approach of ensuring confidentiality. A url link to the LOI/C was included at the beginning of
the online survey, and provided background and purpose of the research, study design,
case selection eligibility criteria, study procedures, and information about voluntary
participation, confidentiality, and study withdrawal rights and procedure, consent and
contact information for the researchers and the university’s Ethics Office. Appendices C and
D contain samples of the email scripts sent. A telephone script used for programs where
phone information was available, is attached in Appendix E.
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Phone calls in advance of sending emails was an effective communication approach in
terms of describing the research study, answering clarifying questions regarding survey
purpose and procedures, being able to identify and reach the correct person, and being
able to secure the correct email address to which to send the survey. Reminder and final
reminder emails were sent to study participants who had not been recorded as beginning
the survey at one week after initial survey dissemination, and the day before the survey was
scheduled to close. These scripts can be found in Appendices F and G. Slight email script
adjustments were made depending on specific discussions with study participants that had
occurred either via phone call or email correspondence. Follow up telephone calls were also
used as reminders, for those where no email acknowledgement had been received, and
helped to identify situations where emails had been blocked through filters. A summary of
the research protocol for the study is found in Appendix H. Some of the timelines outlined in
the research protocol were delayed as a few of the components required more time and
resources than forecasted. The survey was open for a total of 22 days.

Although not a requirement of being part of the research, participants were asked if they
wished their organization to be acknowledged as a contributor to the research. If they
consented, and accurately entered their unique study ID code, their organization name
appears in the acknowledgement section of the report. Once participants completed the full
survey, they were directed to another short three question survey, which asked if they
wished to receive a copy of the final research report; and, if so, to provide email contact
information where the report should be sent. This information was kept separate from the
other survey data.
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Study Limitations
Several study limitations were identified with this research study. The first limitation was the
challenge of securing a representative sample size. Given that there is no central data base
of GFB programs, it was difficult to find all programs, and it is uncertain how many existing
or discontinued programs were not identified or invited to participate in the study. For
example, one additional GFB program missed in the sample, that identified nine supporting
organizations, with what appears to be a well established multi-faceted communications
strategy, inclusive of email, facebook and twitter, was found in the public domain after the
survey period (Sudbury and District Good Food Box, n.d.)

A second limitation was the time of year the study was completed and the inability to access
GFB programs that exist within post-secondary institutions, namely colleges and
universities. One university GFB program, for which the researcher was able to find public
domain information, was closed for the late spring and summer season when most students
are not in school. Another challenge related to the time of year the study was completed, is
that it fell within beginning peak summer vacation time, when responses from GFB program
representatives were more challenging within the study time frame. Given that snowball
sampling generated a significant number of additional study participants, as the time in the
study progressed, the vacation peak period combined with snowball sampling, presented an
even greater challenge in securing responses within a shorter time period.

The use of technology, primarily email communication to study participants, also posed a
challenge, in that the rigorous technology security systems within large organizations,
generated filters and email blocks for multiple sent and received emails. There were no
13

trigger messages to the researcher that sent emails were blocked; telephone call follow ups
were the strategy that helped to identify those situations.

A fourth study limitation is the lack of the use of a well-defined set of indicators to accurately
measure effective performance management in the survey, that are proven NPO
sustainability indicators. In balancing the types of questions and information asked to be
within a 20-minute survey, less specific information was requested in the survey related to
performance measurement, and this created some challenge in analyzing this IV
contribution to GFB program sustainability.

A final comment relates to measuring sustainability itself. Longevity of a program is one
concrete measure of this; if a program continues to operate, it is at some level sustainable,
and could be used as a single measure or proxy of sustainability. However, given the
literature’s broader definition of sustainability, inclusive of achievement of social impact or
mission and goals, and having the financial resources to continue to operate, sustainability
measurement should be inclusive of these measures. For this research, the sustainability
DV was created incorporating the researcher’s interpretation of the best measures and the
best weighting of those measures to address all three elements. Weighting of the three
elements is as follows: program longevity, was weighted at 40% for up to a maximum of two
points - two points for being in operation more than ten years, or one point for being in
operation for more than five years and up to ten years, and zero points if the program did
not fall into one of these two categories; social impact mission, was weighted at 40% for a
total of two points – one point (20%) for having a primary mission to provide fresh fruit and
vegetables to all, and one point (20%) for having provision of fresh fruit and vegetables to
individuals in need as part of the GFB program goals; and financial, weighted at 20% or one
14

point, was defined as having a minimum of 50% of funding from direct pay from participants.
Program longevity, or staying in business, was determined as a core outcome of
sustainability and thus, for programs in operation over ten years, weighted higher than the
other components. Social impact mission was separated out two-fold, given that GFB
programs originated with a goal to have affordable healthy food access to those in need;
however, the universal access is what separates this program out from other hunger relief
initiatives. The financial weighting was proportionately less, because only one primary
funding source was utilized for this measurement. A maximum of five points could be
scored. Three out of five, or 60%, was defined as sustainable for the following rationale: it
would require at least two of the three elements to score a three. Consultation with an
epidemiologist helped to explore various alternatives and helped to inform the final
composite sustainability DV. A limitation is that this sustainability DV has not been
previously tested.

Literature Review
There is no focused research that specifically examines the sustainability of GFB programs
in Canada. However, five predominant themes emerged from the literature regarding best
practices in food programs and policies, and success factors that contribute to sustainability
in NPOs, that can be applied to GFB programs. The five factors that formed the
components of the theoretical framework and were used to analyze the research question
are:
•

policy alignment;

•

Board of Directors governance;
15

•

bricolage;

•

effective performance management; and,

•

network collaboration.

Following a presentation of context and background to frame the food issue, each of the
factors will be defined, described and presented within the context of the supporting
literature evidence. The literature review’s contribution to defining sustainability is also
presented to frame the hypothesis of the research question. The hypothesis is that these
five factors that contribute to sustainability are applicable to GFB programs in Canada.

Food as a Global Health and Social Issue
Access to healthy food, including an adequate supply of fresh fruit and vegetables, is a
global health and social issue. Obesity and overweight rates are on the rise globally and
nationally (WHO, 2012, p. 11; Public Health Agency of Canada (PHAC) & Canadian
Institute for Health Information (CIHI), 2011, pp. 1-4). Obesity has become one of the top
health issues among children. It can have both immediate and long-term effects well into
adulthood. Obese children have a higher chance of dying young, suffering poorer quality of
life or encountering a disability as an adult, than non-obese children (WHO, 2012, p. 11).
Not only has the global rate of childhood and adolescent overweight and obesity risen from
four per cent to over 18 per cent between 1975 to 2016 (WHO, 2018), WHO declares that
“overweight and obesity are linked to more deaths worldwide than underweight” (WHO,
2018). In response, WHOs global strategy on Diet, Physical Activity and Health was
adopted by the Health Assembly in 2004 (WHO, 2018). More recently, the WHO’s
Commission on Ending Childhood Obesity, drafted an implementation plan to address the
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rise in obesity among children and adolescents in various contexts in different countries in
the world (WHO, 2018). The WHOs Healthy Diet Fact Sheet outlines that “a healthy diet
helps to protect against malnutrition in all its forms, as well as noncommunicable diseases
(NCDs)” (WHO, 2018). These diseases include diabetes, heart disease, stroke and cancer
(WHO, 2018). WHO further advises that eating at least five servings of fruit and vegetables
per day reduces the risk of NCDs and helps to ensure an adequate daily intake of dietary
fibre (WHO, 2018).

The Second International Conference on Nutrition (ICN2), jointly organized by the Food and
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (FAO) and the WHO, was held in Rome, Italy
in 2014 (FAO, 2014). Two main outcomes of this conference were the Rome Declaration on
Nutrition and the Framework for Action (FAO & WHO, 2014). Within the declaration,
malnutrition is defined as “including undernutrition, micronutrient deficiencies, overweight
and obesity” (FAO, 2014, p. 1), that affects an individual’s overall health and wellbeing,
physical and cognitive development, immune system, and presents significant negative
social and economic challenges to individuals, families, and the communities and states
that they live in (FAO & WHO, 2014). The Framework for Action puts forth several policy
recommendations, including actions for sustainable food systems that promote healthy diets
(FAO & WHO, 2014).

Policy Alignment
Food as a National Policy Issue
Consistent with global trends, obesity is on the rise in Canada with both self-reported and
measured obesity rates increasing from 1978 to 2009, including almost nine per cent of
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children and youth between the ages of six and 17 considered obese (PHAC & CIHI, 2011,
pp. 3-10). Rates of children overweight and obese in Ontario have increased by about 70
per cent over the past 30 years (Healthy Kids Panel, 2013, p. 8). Given that nutrition is one
of the two greatest influencers in establishing a healthy weight for adults, and overall health
outcomes for children into adulthood, it is not surprising that formalized Food Policy
Councils (FPCs), that act as forums for food issues and platforms for coordinated action,
have increased in Canada and Ontario. The first FPC originated in 1982 in Knoxville,
Tennessee and was recognized in a publication about lessons learned with FPCs (Harper
et al, 2009, p. 1). The Good Food Organizations program within Community Food Centres
Canada (CFCC) offers resources, training, grants and community networking to
organizations and has almost 150 members, of which all but eleven, are Canadian
programs (CFCC, 2018). Elsharkawy & La Forge’s FPC research paper prepared for the
Bring Food Home Conference (Elsharkawy & La Forge, 2017, p. 3), referenced MacRae &
Donahue’s study of 64 local and regional Canadian municipalities addressing food system
improvements (MacRae & Donahue, 2013, p. 2).

According to CFCC, “millions of Canadians struggle with poverty and food insecurity”
(CFCC, 2018). Food insecurity has many lasting impacts on health; health care costs are
higher for those who have significant food security issues; these individuals have greater
mental health challenges; and, those living on lower incomes suffer greater social isolation
(CFCC, 2018). Programs that promote access to healthy food at more affordable prices are
aligned with strategies to address poverty (CFCC, 2018).

Over the course of two decades, the food movement in Canada has expanded from small
groups of civic food advocates focused on food security to more formalized multi-sector
18

networks spanning private, public and non-profit sectors, that have influenced provincial,
territorial, and municipal food policies (Food Secure Canada (FSC) & Social Planning
Council of Sudbury (SPCS), n.d.). One could argue that these early on likeminded food
focused policy actors, known as “advocacy communities” (Heinmiller & Pirak, 2017, p. 169)
transitioned to “coordination networks” (Heinmiller & Pirak, 2017, p. 169) through their
“substantive collective action” (Heinmiller & Pirak, 2017 p. 169), and formed successful
advocacy coalitions, which aligns with the empirical research that found that these first two
components contribute to the work of successful advocacy coalitions (Heinmiller & Pirak,
2017, pp. 168-183). Professor Lyons reinforced that the time required for policy change is a
decade or more, consistent with the period of time of the food movement and policy shifts
(lecture & presentation, Professor J. Lyons, Policy Issues in Local Government (PILG),
9917, Local Government Management (LGM), Masters Public Administration (MPA),
Western University (UWO), June 11, 2019).

FSC and SPCS partnered on the Vision 20/20 three-year project to engage in and support
conversations in communities across Canada to:
•
•
•
•
•
•

take stock of work done across the country, including innovative grassroots
initiatives, that can be scaled out or adjusted to other contexts;
raise awareness of local issues at the national level;
enhance new collaborations and diversify participation within the food movement;
learn from others and identify common knowledge gaps;
increase knowledge of Northern food security challenges among a broader
representation of stakeholders; and,
increase public awareness of food security issues (FSC & SPCS, n.d.).

In addition, several cornerstone Canadian proposals have been brought forward including:
the Canadian Federation of Agriculture’s National Food Strategy (2011) (The Canadian
Federation of Agriculture, 2011), FSCs Resetting the Table: A People’s Food Policy for
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Canada (2011; revised 2015) (FSC, 2015, pp. 1-36), and the Conference Board of
Canada’s Canadian Food Strategy (2014) (The Conference Board of Canada, 2014)
(Government of Canada, 2018, p. 2).

The government of Canada just released its first ever national food policy, A Food Policy for
Canada, on June 17, 2019 (Government of Canada, 2019). The policy was informed by
extensive multi-faceted and diverse stakeholder consultation with almost 45,000 Canadians
in 2017, on what a food policy should address, with a specific focus on four themes: food
security; health and food safety; environment through soil, water, and air conservation; and
economic growth of more high-quality food (Government of Canada, 2018, pp. 1-3; FSC,
2019). GFB programs specifically align with the food security theme to increase “access to
affordable, nutritious, and safe food”, which is explicitly described as:

Not all Canadians have sufficient access to affordable, nutritious and safe food. We
need to do more to improve the affordability and availability of food, particularly
among more vulnerable groups, such as children, Canadians living in poverty,
Indigenous peoples, and those in remote and Northern communities (Government of
Canada, 2017).
This national policy sets “a common direction for the future of food” (Agriculture and AgrFood Canada, 2019, p. 5). The consultation informing the policy aimed to “set a long-term
vision for the health, environmental, social, and economic goals related to food”
(Government of Canada, 2017), as well as determine short-term actions (Government of
Canada, 2017). The policy acknowledges that making healthy eating choices depends on
food accessibility, affordability, safety and knowledge, and requires maintenance of
Canada’s natural resources that support Canadian agriculture and food sectors
(Government of Canada, 2019, p. 9; Government of Canada, 2017).
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Research on Canada’s food policy landscape was completed in 2017 through a
collaborative partnership between FSC and Food: Locally Embedded, Globally Engaged
(FLEdGE) to identify what the policy frameworks are and the gaps and obstacles at the
provincial/territorial and federal level. This research also explored: how the various
jurisdictions are involved; the gaps, tensions or constraints; how the policy interventions
compare amongst provinces and territories; and whether there are initiatives that reflect a
joined-up approach. Policy areas explored include: Indigenous and Indigenous food
systems, new farmers, school food, food security/community food security, organic, regional
food systems, farmland, governance and sustainable agriculture. A complex and
interconnected web of policies are in place across the country under the various themes. A
summary of the breadth of distribution of food policies in existence across those policy
areas is found in Appendix I (Martorell, 2017).

Food System Framework
Extensive literature has examined the overarching best practices to establish a sustainable
local food system for communities. This is evidenced in the broadly accepted food policy
framework that many communities use to inform their local strategy and initiatives. The
framework is comprised of five components: production, processing, consumption,
distribution, and waste recycling (Elsharkawy & La Forge, 2017, p. 1). Some local food
strategies will organize these somewhat differently. For example, the City of Hamilton’s
Food Strategy identifies food production, processing and distribution, buying and selling,
consumption, and food waste as the elements within their food system (City of Hamilton,
2016, pp. 11-18).

An innovative and true demonstration of applying a food system framework in Guelph21

Wellington, Ontario, the first Canadian “circular food economy” (Swartzentruber, 2019, p.
13), is focused on developing a universal, accessible, affordable food system with no waste,
minimal environmental impact, and leverages data, talent and new business collaborations
to achieve the overall goals. The challenge of food distribution within an environment of
increasing costs for healthy food, particularly for food insecure households, is
acknowledged, along with a call to action that an interconnected system is essential to
support a full community approach. The role of local government in local infrastructure has
been longstanding, and as part of a Smart Cities movement, their Our Food Future project
will form a strong case study for others to learn from, related to needed systemic food
system changes (Swartzentruber, 2019, pp.13-15).

Good Food Box (GFB) Programs
GFB programs align with both distribution and buying and selling components outlined in
the food system frameworks. Fresh fruit and vegetables are distributed to, and reach the
participant through a community program, and a purchase transaction occurs. In some
cases, local municipalities have embedded initiatives, whereby participants in financial
need, are exempt from paying for the GFB. Often with a primary goal to have affordable and
accessible food for all, the food policy framework provides capacity for social enterprise to
be embedded into the programs and services provided by the public sector for the public
good, as done with some local neighbourhood initiatives in the City of Hamilton (City of
Hamilton 2016, p. 10).

Social enterprises are defined as “market-based enterprises that either are started by a
nonprofit or are embedded within a nonprofit…..a form of community economic
development in which an organization exchanges services and goods in the market as a
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means to realizing its social objectives or mission” (Quarter & Mook, 2010, p. 14). In other
words, it is like a business with a social purpose, often intended to help people become
more self-sufficient, that needs outside support to be sustained (Quarter & Mook, 2010, p.
14).

GFB programs began in 1994 in FoodShare Toronto, as an alternative to other forms of
hunger relief, such as food banks, because GFB programs provide healthy fresh fruit and
vegetables, versus canned goods, and other often less healthy options that are provided at
food banks (Laporte Potts, 2013, p. 1-10, 94; Field, 2014, p. 2).

In 2013, there were over 50 GFB programs in Canada, each with their own primary goals,
operational systems, local context, and material food sourcing (Laporte Potts, 2013, pp. 110). The food variety provided in the boxes was primarily fresh fruit and vegetables (Laporte
Potts, 2013, pp. 8-9). Local farmers and grocery stores were two of the material food
sources that supplied the food for the boxes (Laporte Potts, 2013, pp. 63-64). Qualitative
research done with a stratified sample of 21 of those GFBs in Canada in 2013, revealed
that there is great diversity and innovation in how programs are delivered, the operational
systems they utilize to reach clients, and their primary goal, but there are common themes,
including: increasing access to healthy food, improving health and food quality, increasing
utilization of locally grown food, and creating positive spaces in the community related to
food (Laporte Potts, 2013, p. 1-10). Research findings also revealed that many programs
were influenced by FoodShare Toronto (Laporte Potts, 2013, p. 94). Funding was identified
as a significant factor in how well a program achieves its goals (Laporte Potts, 2013, p. 99).
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The Kingston, Ontario community implemented a GFB program in 1995 to address a
community food security need they had identified (Ciccarelli, 1997, p. i). Research two
years later involved administering cross-sectional and pre- and post-surveys to GFB
recipients to determine whether recipients had food insecurity, whether the GFB program
reduced their food insecurity, and how satisfied recipients were with the program (Ciccarelli,
1997, p. i). Results showed that a significant percentage of recipients had some level of
food insecurity or food insecurity risk related to their incomes; household-level food security
shifted to secure from insecure at a two-month follow-up; and most were pleased with the
program, with improvement suggestions related to service delivery and GFB contents
(Ciccarelli, 1997, p. ii).

FoodShare Toronto is currently undergoing operational changes to better meet their desired
goals and outcomes, including increasing reach to their target audience, individuals who are
more challenged to afford healthy fruit and vegetables. FoodShare is proposing to add a
social enterprise hybrid model, by adding a private sector GFB program option. The
approach is intended to build program sustainability and subsidize costs of the non-profit
agency GFB delivered programs. Through a client participant survey, FoodShare Toronto
determined that they are currently not reaching their primary target audience, that is, the
population of a lower socio-economic status, with greater food security challenges. They are
currently reaching a population of a higher socio-economic status (personal communication,
Moorthi Senaratrie, Manager GFB Program, Food Share, October 31, 2018; July 4, 2019).

A program assessment of the Green Food Box in Cornwall, Stormont-Dundas-Glengarry,
and Prescott and Russell Counties, Ontario, that host nine distribution sites, was completed
in 2015, and highlighted a summary of nine best practices for GFB programs:
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

aim for standardized and quality product
avoid food waste and surplus
ensure health and safety
prioritize volunteer engagement, training and appreciation
attract new partnerships
maintain open communication
centralized promotion and branding
consider local food procurement
value-added experiences

Establishing a clear mission, primary target market, and setting strategic goals based on the
wants identified by the clients, emerged as immediate short-term action recommendations,
in addition to implementing some of the identified best practices (Rendek et al, 2015, pp.
17-19).

Several of the identified best practices align with the themes found in the literature review
linked to sustainability. These are: bricolage - prioritize volunteer engagement, training and
appreciation, maintain open communication, centralized promotion and branding, and
consider local food procurement; effective performance management – maintain open
communication, centralized promotion and branding and, value-added experiences; and
network collaboration – attract new partnerships.

Board of Directors Governance
The first key component of NPO sustainability is governance, and more specifically, the
presence of a Board of Directors governance model to inform strategic planning and
leadership. An examination of five diverse cases of social enterprise models in Ontario, four
NPOs and one for-profit co-operative, showed that all had a Board of Directors governance,
a community member governance, or were governed under a parent charity organization
(Brouard et al, 2015, pp. 68-75). Community board leadership can provide a sense of local
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ownership to the community it serves, and when involved in strategic planning, committee
involvement, and resource development, this board governance has been shown to improve
organizational resiliency and service delivery over the long term (Sontag-Padilla, 2012, p.
18). How frequently a board meets was not a contributing factor to organizational
performance; however, board member occupational diversity and the perception that the
organization was performing well, were associated with strong performance (SontagPadilla, 2012, p. 18). Strategic leadership to ensure a clear and focused mission is
established, and revisited to ensure continued program and service alignment, and “mission
drift” (Bennett & Savani, 2011, p. 218) avoidance, were strong elements of a Board of
Directors governance role (Sontag-Padilla, 2012, pp. 10-11). Literature related to NPO
effective performance management references the existence of a board as a resource to
strategic management, clear articulation of mission and establishment of performance
measurement indicators (Epstein & McFarlan, 2011, p. 28; Epstein & Rejc Buhovac, 2009,
p. 4; Sontag-Padilla et al, 2012, p. 18; Zietlow, 2012, p. 10).

Bricolage
A second key component of NPO sustainability is bricolage, defined as using whatever
resources are available in a creative way to achieve the goals. Akingbola’s study examined
the characteristics of unincorporated non-profit social economy organizations (USEOs) in
Canada, the resources that are critical to them, and how they obtain, combine and use their
resources to perform, create value for mutual or general interest (Akingbola, 2013, p. 72).
Social economy organization is a broader European term and category, inclusive of NPOs.
Because many of the groups were informal and not found in a directory of public domain
information, snowball sampling was a strategy used to identify some of the organizations
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(Akingbola, 2013, p. 73). What he found was that many of the USEOs used bricolage,
drawing on whatever resources are available to support activities of their organization
(Akingbola, 2013, p. 82). Bricolage is defined “as making do by applying combinations of
the resources at hand to new problems and opportunities” (Baker & Nelson, 2005, p. 333;
Akingbola, 2013, pp. 66-67). This resource-based view has been associated with social
economy organizations (SEOs), to describe the process they use to obtain and build
resources, and how they utilize hard to imitate strategies, to achieve their central mission’s
social objectives, while creating economic value through the services they provide
(Akingbola, 2013, pp. 67-68). The bricolage concept is not one specific strategy; rather, “a
pragmatic approach in the use and reuse of resources” (Akingbola, 2013, p. 70), “a process
of mix and match, trial and error, and intense creative combination of resources to make
something out of nothing” (Akingbola, 2013, pp. 66-67).

GFB programs can be categorized as SEOs, given their social impact purpose and
productive function, the voluntary participation of individuals receiving goods through a
reciprocal exchange, and the overall foundation of common interests and shared values that
are characteristic of these organizations (Akingbola, 2013, pp. 68-69). Laporte Potts found
that there was a high level of diversity among the 21 GFB programs she studied in 2013,
and the innovation and creativity with utilizing whatever social and human capital is
available, falls into the definition of bricolage (Laporte Potts, 2013, pp. 1-10).

RANDs literature review found that giving circles, involving groups of individuals who
combine financial and human capital resources, that join to support a common interest
cause, is an innovative approach, useful when financial resources are a challenge for an
organization (Sontag-Padilla et al, 2012, pp. 8-9). Volunteers, which make up 47% of
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Canadians over 15 years of age in 2010, are key human capital resources that can
contribute to bricolage, and typically get involved in volunteering because they believe in the
organization’s mission, want to meet new people, acquire skills, and contribute where they
are needed (Vezina & Crompton, 2012, p. 37; Sontag-Padilla, 2012, p. 18-19).
Understanding volunteer needs, their limitations, their culture and values, may create
opportunities for innovative approaches in engaging them (Sontag-Padilla, 2012, p. 26).

Effective Performance Management
Effective performance management is the third component of sustainability in NPOs
described in the literature. The common phrase “what gets measured gets managed”
(Zietlow, 2012, p. 16), referenced in Zietlow’s approach to measuring NPO financial health,
aligns with what has become best practice for NPO performance management.
Organizations that measure and share results of their efforts, communicate clearly,
consistently, and transparently related to financial reporting, and have sound financial
practices, are linked to stronger accountability, credibility, increased donor contributions in
some cases, and an ability to learn and improve practices to achieve long term goals
towards societal public good (Brouard & Glass, 2017, pp. 40-48; Guthrie et al, 2010, pp.
450-457; Sontag-Padilla, 2012, p. 10-14; Epstein & McFarlan, 2011, p. 28; Marenakos,
2004, pp. 1-3; Epstein & Rejc Buhovac, 2009, pp. 4-6; Zietlow, 2012, pp. 2-10).

It was only in the 1990s that researchers began to focus attention on NPO performance
management and the identification of appropriate performance measures (Ritche &
Kolodinsky, 2003, p. 369). Of the four types of reporting in NPO grantmaking foundations:
tax and regulatory; financial; social; and, grants; financial and social reporting are relevant
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to GFB programs (Brouard & Glass, 2017, p. 40). Regular, often annual, disclosure of
financial information and results, such as audited financial statements, may need to look
different for some stakeholders, and should be based on their specific interests and
information needs (Brouard & Glass, 2017, pp. 45-50). Best practices for annual reports in
the non-profit sector are: completeness, accessibility, transparency in financial reporting, full
disclosure, and relevance (Sontag-Padilla et al, 2012, p. 17). Funding has been associated
with sustainability with NPOs and lack thereof, identified as a challenge with GFB programs
(Brouard & Glass, 2017, p. 49; Laporte Potts, 2013, p. 99). Social reporting of an
organization’s activities and impacts can include both quantitative and qualitative indicators,
such as external program evaluations or reports, and testimonials and success stories
(Brouard & Glass, 2017, pp. 46-48).

The RAND corporation research team completed a literature review of sustainability of
NPOs as part of an overall review and interest in improving urban branches of the YMCA in
Greater Pittsburgh. Challenges and promising practices included a focus on effective
performance management, specifically: demonstrating value and accountability to funders.
Public value is created from efficient and effective operations management in achieving
social mission, their primary goal; however, integrating mission impact with financial data,
are often underutilized strategies in the NPO sector. The ability to manage the short-term
financial flux, balanced with the big picture long term profitability goal, which translates into
delivering programs and services aligned with the social mission, are critical to effective
performance management (Sontag-Padilla et al, 2012, pp. ii-vii, 2-3).
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Effectively managing short- and long-term financial health, and integrating mission
achievement with financial goals, were also themes emphasized by other scholars (Epstein
& McFarlan, 2011, pp. 32-33; Ritchie & Kolodinsky, 2003, p. 378; Zietlow, 2012, pp. 2-3).

Bowman separates NPO financial issues into financial sustainability, the long term focused
on maintaining and expanding services, requiring that any rate of change maintains assets
at replacement cost; and financial capacity, the short term, focused on resiliency, with the
ability to sustain organization activities through unpredicted circumstances (Bowman, 2011,
p. 37; Sontag-Padilla et al, 2012, p. 2). To substantiate Bowman’s approach, the challenges
faced by universities’ functioning and performance, following an unanticipated economic
downturn, was highlighted in an evaluation of financial performance measures (Ritchie &
Kolodinsky, 2003, p. 379; Zietlow, 2012, p. 11). Zietlow defines and examines financial
sustainability in terms of short-, medium- and long-term elements: solvency – stock of
assets and liabilities; liquidity – stored up and available cash; and financial flexibility –
availability of liquid funds to use for things such as, expansion, strategic and/or collaborative
initiatives (Zietlow, 2012, pp. 4-9).

Performance Metrics and Evaluation
With increasing importance and accountability for NPOs to have financial and nonfinancial
social impact reporting, performance measures must be clearly connected to an
organization’s mission, the approach it uses to achieve its mission, and demonstrate
positive community impact (Epstein & McFarlan, 2011, pp. 31-34; Epstein & Rejc Buhovac,
2009, p. 5). A common evaluation framework, akin to a logic model, can collectively provide
perspective on how well an organization is achieving its mission, and include key
quantifiable performance indicators (KPIs), and both financial and social impact measures
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(Epstein & McFarlan, 2011, p. 28; Epstein & Rejc Buhovac, 2009, pp. 25-30; Marenakos,
2004, pp. 2-3). A logic model is an evaluation framework, organized into five activity
clusters: inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes, and impacts, that groups what an
organization or program’s activities are related to resources, program activities, and
outcome measures (Epstein & McFarlan, 2011, p. 28). Epstein and McFarlan, and Epstein
and Rejc Buhovac, apply this performance measurement model to NPOs, and identify
descriptors and examples for each of the cluster categories, in Table 1. This framework has
been applied to GFB programs in Table 1 and captures relevant metrics or indicators that
could be measured for GFB programs, some of which were included in the survey used for
this research.

Table 1. Performance measurement framework applied to GFB programs
Cluster category
Inputs

Description and examples
Tangible and intangible resources
to help NPO perform tasks.
Board and human capital/staff’s
understanding of mission and
strategy.

Activities

Outputs

eg. cash, personnel, equipment,
material items, mission
statement, strategy
Programs and tasks organization
performs grouped into clusters.
eg. education, networking,
advocacy, research, information
Tangible and intangible products
and services.
eg. increased member
participation, knowledge and
information sharing

GFB program examples
Board of Directors governance
structure
budget, donations, funding
partner organizations involved
mission and goals
staffing, volunteers

material food sourcing
food packing and sorting
food distribution
collaboration with organizations
client reach/participation
# and % GFB pick ups
# and % participants who
receive subsidy
# of distribution sites
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Outcomes

Specific changes in behaviours
and individuals affected by
delivery of products and services.
eg. knowledge and skills
improvement

Impacts

Broad community and societal
impact of NPO outcomes.

# and % of participants with
reduced food insecurity
# and % of clients with
increased fruit and vegetable
intake
# and % of participants with
increased food preparation and
cooking skills
reduced community wide food
waste
increased health of community

eg. increased # of good practices
(Epstein & McFarlane, 2011, pp. 28-29; Epstein & Rejc Buhavoc, 2009, p. 30)

Communication and branding, including defining a clear, focused social mission, were
strong themes in the literature related to clearly articulating the organizational mission to
relevant stakeholders, including investors or donors, building credibility and public value,
that would strengthen organizational viability and sustainability (Sontag-Padilla, 2012, p. 1011). Although aligned with effective performance management, communication and
branding also fall into bricolage and network collaboration, particularly when whatever
available human and social capital resources and networks are leveraged in a unique,
innovative and creative way, to achieve strategic goals.

Network Collaboration
The fourth component of NPO sustainability is network collaboration. Network collaboration
was a predominant theme in the review of the literature related to NPOs and SEOs and was
identified as a factor in helping to acquire critical resources towards achieving goals.
Particularly, when financial resources were limited, network collaborators became civil
society actors that were involved in influencing, planning, or decision making for the public
good (Akingbola, 2013, pp. 71-80; Doberstein, 2013, pp. 584-585; Heinmiller & Pirak, 2017,
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pp. 168-185; Hervieux et al, 2016, pp. 5-21; Brouard & Glass, 2017, p. 51; Sontag-Padilla,
2012, pp. 8-14).

Collaboration, defined as “working together” (Ari Sahagun, 2014), combined with a network,
defined as “a set of organizations with diverse relationships, strengths of relationships and
trust between them” (Ari Sahagun, 2014), relies on human capital to work within an
opportunistic social context to achieve social capital (Akingbola, 2013, pp. 77-80). A sample
of eleven of Akingbola’s study organizations were reviewed related to their use of human
and social capital as a critical resource: four identified human capital; three identified social
capital; and four listed both human and social capital, suggesting social capital is strongly
intertwined with human capital (Akingbola, 2013, pp. 78-79).

Heinmiller & Pirak’s study of successful land use policy development advocacy coalitions
tested out the Belief Homophily Hypothesis, which states that alliances between policy
actors, form based on common shared beliefs; their subsequent working together in
significant actions, known as “coordination networks” (Heinmiller & Pirak, 2017, p. 169),
combined with their shared beliefs, contribute to successful advocacy coalitions (Heinmiller
& Pirak, 2017, pp. 168-183). They found that each of the land use policy focused advocacy
coalitions, the Aggies, Greens, and Builders, had like-minded policy actors, and engaged in
collaborative action, that contributed to successful network collaboration as advocacy
coalitions (Heinmiller & Pirak, 2017, pp. 181-182). Additionally, there was also some crosscoalition collaboration, which relies on elements of trust and the perception that further
coordination would have even greater influence (Heinmiller & Pirak, 2017, p. 182). Bonding
and bridging social capital through network collaboration were identified as critical
resources in bringing different coastal community groups in Nova Scotia, to reach common
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ground, cooperation and sharing of ideas, and working towards a common goal (Vollman et
al, 2012, pp. 81-83).

Doberstein’s analysis of 15 Canadian governance networks, found that there is
considerable local level, purposefully created governance networks, that consist of public
and private sector, and most are unelected. Those networks with significant decisionmaking power are strongly linked to government and can influence and link policy decisions
and support for grassroot level programs, such as GFB programs (Doberstein, 2013, pp.
584-585).

Sustainability
Concepts that were prevalent in the NPO sustainability literature include: social
impact/mission, financial resources, and program longevity (Akingbola, 2013, pp. 66-85;
Bowman, 2011, pp. 37-51; Brouard & Glass, 2017, p. 49; Sontag-Padilla et al, 2012, pp. 24; Epstein & McFarlan, 2011, p. 28; Zietlow, 2012, pp. 2-4, 18). For this research,
sustainability, the DV of this study, is defined as:
•

achievement of mission and goals, or having the intended social impact;

•

thriving financially, or having the financial stability required to continue; and,

•

program longevity, which is having the ability to continue to exist or stay in business.

The concept of competitive advantage, in a market economy, while maintaining a social
purpose mission, emerged consistently in the social economy and NPO literature, as an
element associated with sustainability (Akingbola, 2013, p. 69; Brouard et al, 2015, p. 67;
Hervieux et al, 2016, p. 6; Quarter & Monk, 2010, p. 9; Marenakos, 2004, p. 2). An NPOs
financial sustainability is inextricably linked to their ability to achieve their social mission,
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demonstrated through providing “consistent and quality programming and services”
(Sontag-Padilla et al, 2012, p. 2; Zietlow, 2012, pp. 2, 10). Epstein & McFarlan describe this
as there being no mission without financial resources, and no amount of financial resources
will be of any value if there is no well-thought out mission (Epstein & McFarlan, 2011, p. 28).

To summarize, the literature review has identified five factors, outlined in Table 2 below,
that are associated with sustainability of NPOs and food system programs, that will be
applied to GFB programs. In this research study, these factors are tested with all known
existing and discontinued GFB programs in Canada through an online survey. The
hypothesis is that these five factors that contribute to NPO sustainability are applicable to
GFB programs in Canada.
Table 2. Factors associated with GFB program sustainability
Factor
Policy Alignment
•

provincial,
territorial and
local/municipal
food strategies
and policies

Description

Citation(s)

Food and obesity and
overweight is a global and
national health and social issue.

WHO (2012; 2018), FAO &
WHO (2014), PHAC & CIHI
(2011), CFCC (2018),
Healthy Kids Panel (2013)

Food Policy Councils and
organizations; 64 known
organizations in Canada.

Harper et al (2009), CFCC
(2018), Elsharkawy & La
Forge (2017), MacRae &
Donahue (2013)

National Food Policy for
Canada.

FSC & SPCS (n.d.),
Government of Canada
(2019; 2017), Agriculture
and Agri-Food Canada
(2019)

Advocacy coalitions influence
policy decisions.

Heinmiller & Pirak (2017)

Breadth of food policy landscape
in Canada across multiple policy
areas.

Martorell (2017)
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Board of Directors
Governance
•

within
governance
model that
provides
strategic
leadership

Bricolage
•

creative,
innovative
utilization of
available
resources;
includes
communication
and branding
Effective Performance
Management
•

Financial and
social impact
goals/results
measures and
communication
to stakeholders

Best practice food system
framework: production,
processing, consumption,
distribution, waste recycling.
Circular food economy initiative.

Elsharkaway & La Forge
(2017), Swartzentruber
(2019)

GFB program addresses food
insecurity, within universal
approach.

Laporte Potts (2013), Field
(2014), Ciccarelli (1997)

Some identified best practices in
GFB programs.
Strategic planning, community
involvement, and resource
development are key community
board roles.

Rendek et al (2015)

NPO sustainability literature
references board existence as
effective for strategic
management, mission
articulation and establishing
performance indicators.

Brouard et al (2015),
Epstein & McFarlan (2011),
Epstein & Rejc Buhovac
(2009), Sontag-Padilla et al
(2012), Zietlow (2012)

Avoiding mission drift is strong
element of Board of Directors
governance model.
Human and social capital and
creative use and reuse of
resources at hand to address
new problems and opportunities.

Bennett & Savani (2011)

Diversity, creativity, innovation in
GFB approaches.

Laporte Potts (2013)

Volunteers are key human
capital resources in bricolage.
Measuring results, sound
financial practices and reporting,
and information sharing are
linked to accountability in NPOs.

Sontag-Padilla et al (2012),
Vezina & Crompton (2012)
Brouard & Glass (2017),
Guthrie et al (2010),
Sontag-Padilla et al (2012),
Epstein & McFarlan (2011),
Epstein & Rejc Buhovac
(2009), Marenakos (2004),
Zietlow (2012)

Demonstrating and
communicating value and
accountability to funders is done

Sontag-Padilla et al (2012)

Sontag-Padilla et al (2012)

Akingbola (2013),
Baker & Nelson (2005)
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through effective and efficient
operations.

Network Collaboration
•

policy councils,
networks,
advocacy
coalitions and
social
networks/clusters
that provide
access to
financial and
non-financial
resources (social
and human
capital), and
coordinated
network action

Financial and nonfinancial social
impact reporting metrics must be
aligned with mission, strategy
and demonstrate community
impact.

Epstein & McFarlan (2011),
Epstein & Rejc Buhovac
(2009), Marenakos (2004)

Effective performance
management involves short- and
long-term financial management,
linked to social impact mission.

Sontag-Padilla et al (2012),
Epstein & McFarlan (2011),
Ritche & Kolodinsky
(2003), Zietlow (2012),
Bowman (2011)
Akingbola (2013),
Doberstein (2013),
Heinmiller & Pirak (2017),
Hervieux et al (2016),
Brouard & Glass (2017),
Sontag-Padilla et al (2012)

Network collaborations and
partnerships help acquire
resources, achieve goals,
reduce financial uncertainty.

Bridging human and social
Akingbola (2013), Vollman
capital is a critical resource for
et al (2012)
organizational goal achievement,
enhanced by networks.

Like-minded policy actors
involved in substantive collective
action form successful advocacy
coalitions.
Many governance networks are
involved in planning and
decision making, linked to
government and their related
policy agendas for public good in
Canada.

Heinmiller & Pirak (2017)

Doberstein (2013)

Hypothesis
The hypothesis for this research study is that the following IVs or factors, that contribute to
NPO sustainability, are applicable to sustainability of GFB programs in Canada: policy
alignment, Board of Directors governance, bricolage, effective performance management,
and network collaboration. The DV is GFB program sustainability. The visual theoretical
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framework depicted in Figure 1 below shows the five factors and their assumed impact on
GFB program sustainability in Canada.
Figure 1. Theoretical Framework

Data Analysis
The research question for this study is: what are the factors that contribute to GFB program
sustainability? This inductive question will be answered through analyzing the results of an
online survey, that was disseminated to test if the factors, the IVs, that emerged in the
literature review, are the factors that do, in fact, contribute to GFB program sustainability in
Canada. The data were analyzed in two ways: through a qualitative review and analysis of
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all the survey results under each of the IVs; and, through a statistical analysis of each of the
IVs on the DV, sustainability.

Some of the specific survey questions that were asked to garner information about the role
of the identified factors, IVs, on GFB program sustainability, applied to more than one IV.
For the statistical analysis, the most relevant one to two questions for each IV were cross
tabulated with a sustainability measure, that was comprised of three components of
program sustainability. Where there were more than one or two priority questions for an IV,
in some cases, these questions were combined and recoded for data analysis; and in some
cases, they were analyzed separately. General survey results information will be presented
first, followed by a review of the sustainability DV. Each IV variable is then examined from
the qualitative review and analysis, and the statistical analysis of the impact on
sustainability, the DV.

Study Participation
A total of 59 existing and discontinued GFB programs were identified through the three-step
case selection process. A total of 54 GFB programs were sent the survey to an email
address that was secured through website, phone, or email confirmation. Forty-five study
participants fully completed and two, partially completed the survey, with an overall
response rate of 87%. Table 3 summarizes the survey dissemination and completion
information.
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Table 3. Survey dissemination and completion summary

# existing &
discontinued GFB
programs identified
# surveys sent to a
GFB program email
contact by
researcher
# completed
surveys (partial-full)
Response rate
(based on #
surveys sent)

2013
research
initial
list
21

General
internet
search

Snowball
sampling

Total

20

Combination of
general internet
search & snowball
sampling
3

15

21

12

18

3

54

20

10

14

3

47

95.2%

83.3%

77.8%

100%

87%

59

Three study participant pairs used the same unique study ID code in completing the survey.
Through a full review of the data and follow up confirmation with some of these study
participants, it was determined that one was duplicate and removed from the data report;
two were separate GFB programs and included in the data analysis. The GFB program
distribution of study participants across Canada is depicted in Figure 2 below.
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Figure 2. GFB program study participant distribution in Canada

Program Title
Survey participants were asked what the title of their GFB program was. Twenty-seven or
55% used the title GFB; two used the title Fresh Food Box. Within the “other” category of 19
respondents, six had GFB within their title; eight had Food Box within their title; two were
titled Garden Fresh Box; and three others had a variety of titles.
•

45 of the 47 programs, 96%, had the word Food in their title,

•

42, or 89%, contained the language Food Box in their title,

•

32, or 68%, contained the language GFB somewhere in their title.

What was noted by the researcher through the general internet search, and was mentioned
by one study participant, is that the private sector has leveraged the ‘good food’ language in
their branding and advertising of subscription meal kits and delivery. One GFB program
reported receiving multiple calls from customers requesting discontinuation of their
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subscription of their food box, only for the GFB program to advise them that their
subscription was not part of the GFB program, rather a separate private sector company
product and service. This finding is relevant to communication and branding, primarily a
component of the effective performance management variable, in two ways. Firstly, it can
cause confusion among the public regarding what a GFB program is, the products and
services it provides, how it provides them, and the program’s primary mission and other
goals. Secondly, the public’s experience with the private sector company could alter their
reputation, either positively or negatively. Inadvertently, because of the similar titles, this
could also alter the reputation of GFB programs.

Sustainability Measurement
Three components make up what was used to measure sustainability of GFB programs, to
achieve an overall score out of five points. As outlined in the methodology section, the
components are weighted as follows:
•

program longevity (years in operation) – two points for being in operation over ten
years; or, one point for being in operation over five years and up to ten years,

•

GFB program social impact mission: having a primary mission or goal to provide
fresh fruit and vegetables to all people – one point; and, providing fresh fruit and
vegetables to individuals in need is part of the GFB program – one point; and,

•

financial health – having a minimum of 50% of funding from direct pay from
participants – one point.

A score of three out of five was classified as ‘sustainable’ for this analysis. Three out of five,
was defined as sustainable because it would require at least two of the three elements to
score a three. Consultation with an epidemiologist helped to explore various alternatives
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and helped to inform the final composite sustainability DV. A limitation is that this
sustainability DV has not been previously tested. Each of these components will be
reviewed qualitatively related to the overarching survey results.

Years in Operation
As depicted in Figure 3, over half of the programs have been in operation for over ten years,
and 36 (76.6%) of them, over five years.

Figure 3. GFB program # of years in operation

Discontinued GFB Programs
Due to the small sample size of discontinued programs, it was difficult to determine
statistical significance in any of these results, comparatively to those programs still in
operation. Thus, discontinued programs were not included in the statistical analysis sample
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of results; an independent qualitative review was completed for this group of study
participants.

Through the qualitative examination of the discontinued program survey responses, there
was no one single common denominator related to title, types and nature of organizational
involvement, funding source and allocation, primary mission or other predominant goals,
governance and administrative leadership. Number of unique participants reached, ranged
form 60 – 200, with two programs providing subsidy to individuals in need. Although only
one reported have a tracking system in place for reporting how well the GFB program was
achieving its goals, all five had metrics for participant reach and total good food boxes
distributed. Four of the five discontinued programs who participated in the survey were
discontinued between 2016-2018; one was discontinued in 2012. A common denominator
among the four discontinued programs between 2016-2018, was that they all had
agriculture organizational involvement, for financial or food donations; and, their locations
were within two provinces. Program longevity reporting ranged from one year, as a school
fundraiser, to 14 years. The one program who reported 14 years in operation had the
greatest diversity in human and social capital, among the discontinued programs, with eight
different types of organizational involvement listed, including community volunteers. Direct
pay from participants as a funding source, was a challenge to determine as there was
conflicting data in the some of the survey responses. Predominant themes related to
reasons for discontinuation include: lack of uptake due to a variety of factors; lack of human
capital, including volunteers; lack of continued network collaboration; and, lack of
government funding.
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Primary Mission/Goal
All surveyed programs identified that they had a primary mission or goal, a component of
sustainability in the literature that was inextricably linked to financial resources that
supported program continuation. Interestingly, provision of fresh fruit and vegetables to all
people was a predominant primary mission versus primarily focusing on individuals in need,
although 39 programs (84.8%), somewhat or strongly agreed that the latter was among the
GFB program goals.

Financial Health
The primary funding source for GFB programs is direct pay from participants. This is nonreliant on government policy, associated funding and grant streams, that can change when
other policy issues dominate the policy agenda, and then present sustainability challenges.
The charitable donation environment, another GFB funding source, is competitive and can
also be met with sustainability challenges. Thus, the most sustainable funding source is
direct pay from participants and is used as the financial DV component for GFB program
sustainability.

A qualitative and quantitative analysis of the survey results for each of the IVs, in addition to
their impact on GFB program sustainability, through a statistical analysis, follows.

Policy Alignment
Questions 8.1, 8.2 and 8.3 of the survey were used to analyse the policy alignment factor.
Provincial/territorial level policy influence was not identified as a factor in establishing or
endorsing GFB program development or implementation by the majority (75%) of
respondents. As outlined in Table 4, only one quarter of those who answered this question,
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somewhat or strongly agreed that this factor was influential. A slightly greater number of
respondents, 32%, felt that regional/municipal food policy or strategy had some level of
influence. Cross tabulation of this question with program longevity, mirrored similar results,
with just over 18% of programs in operation for over five years, somewhat or strongly
agreeing that provincial/territorial food policy statement, strategy, policy council or
formalized network were influential factors. Thirteen (29.5%) programs in this category, felt
that regional/municipal food policy strategy played a role in establishing or endorsing GFB
program development or implementation.

Table 4. Policy alignment as a factor in establishing or endorsing GFB program
development or implementation

8.1
Provincial/territorial
food policy statement
or strategy
8.2
Provincial/territorial
food policy council or
formalized network
8.3
Regional/municipal
food policy strategy

Strongly or
somewhat
disagree
16

Neither
agree nor
disagree
17

Somewhat or
strongly
agree
11

(36.4%)

(38.6%)

(25%)

16

16

11

(37.2%)

(37.2%)

(25.6%)

14

16

14

(31.8%)

(36.4%)

(31.8%)

Total #
responses
44

Total #
not
answered
3

43

4

44

3

Statistical analysis of policy alignment, at both provincial/territorial and regional/municipal
levels, did not show statistical significance when analyzed related to contribution to the
composite GFB program sustainability variable. Pearson chi-squared tests showed the
following: p-value of 0.594 for provincial/territorial food policy statement or strategy; p-value
of 0.395 for provincial/territorial food policy council or formalized network; and p-value of
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0.183 for regional/municipal food policy strategy. A p-value less than 0.05 is statistically
significant. This statistical analysis mirrors what the qualitative analysis showed.

Board of Directors Governance
Two specific survey questions, 26 and 27, were related to GFB program leadership and
governance, respectively. Specific to question 27 about governance, 20 GFB Programs
have a Board of Directors governance model in place. Other governance models include:
volunteers, community advisory committees, government organizations, NPOs, and GFB
program coordinators, and one informal community development model. Figure 4 shows the
distribution among all 47 GFB programs.

Figure 4. GFB program governance models
Coordinator, Informal
6%

Non-profit
Organization
6%
Government
Organization
8%

Board of
Directors
43%

Community Advisory
Committees
11%

Volunteers
26%
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Question 27 was used to complete the statistical analysis of Board of Directors governance
as a factor that contributes to the composite GFB program sustainability DV. Results show
that this factor was not statistically significant. A Pearson chi-squared test showed a p-value
of 0.704; a p-value less than 0.05 is statistically significant. What was not clear from the
responses, is how many of those not indicating a Board of Directors governance, did in fact,
have some formal structure or group with strong strategic and decision-making influence,
that may have been under the umbrella of categories, such as, community advisory
committees, or volunteer structures.

NPOs are the sole lead organization for GFB program administration for almost half (23 or
48.9%) of the programs surveyed. When combined with partnership with local government,
public or private sector, or other community organizations, NPOs are involved in the
administrative leadership of over 80% (80.9%) of all GFB programs in Canada.

Bricolage
This IV generated data from the greatest number of survey questions, as it analysed how
various organizations and resources were involved in GFB programs. Accessing available
resources through working with other organizations is a key element of bricolage and was
found to be a predominant element in how GFB programs function. As depicted in Figure 5,
the most common role for any organization was in acting as a distribution site, generating a
frequency of 171 across all organizations.
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Figure 5. Types of organizational involvement in GFB programs
Other - 65
10%
Governance - 37
6%

Distribution Site 171
27%

Financial/Food Donation
- 86
13%

Social Capital 126
20%

Human Capital 158 24%

The top four distribution sites are listed in Table 5, which also summarizes all types of
organizational involvement ranked in order of highest to lowest. There was significant
overlap between financial contributions and food donations; some organizations would
purchase food boxes to then donate to individuals or families in need. Thus, these two
activities were combined in this chart.

Table 5. How organizations are involved in GFB programs
Type of organizational involvement

Frequency

Distribution site
Most common distribution sites:
Churches Community centres Schools Post-secondary institutions
29
29
24
18
Human capital
-staffing/volunteer resources
Social capital
-links to other resources, groups
Financial, Food Donation
-including food box purchase for donation, government grant

171

158
126
86
49

Governance
-eg. Board of Directors role
Other
Space
Communications,
promotion
9
5

37
65
Partnership activities,
technical expertise
24

Food
provision
27

Making do with whatever resources are available was evident in the range of additional
distribution sites mentioned by study participants, including: community and indigenous
health organizations, housing/apartment buildings, municipal offices, daycares, businesses
(including restaurants, stores, event centres), First Nations Reserves, libraries, hospital,
other community organizations, and individual homes; this was eloquently captured as
“basically any place wanting to be a GFB depot”. One participant identified that connecting
with health services at post-secondary institutions, to build on the work with student unions,
would be of value, to reach this population. Although some universities and colleges have
implemented GFB programs for their students, it is unclear on the uptake of this program,
whether they are independent or part of existing GFB programs, and whether there is
perceived stigma associated with using this program at those sites.

Innovative Practices
Qualitative responses, to open-ended questions about innovative practices that have been
implemented, to improve a GFB program’s ability to achieve its mission and financial
viability, were analyzed and grouped according to four overarching themes that emerged:
partnerships; operational cost efficiency process enhancements; strategies to support
individuals in need; and social enterprise, fundraiser, and communications. This summary
demonstrates examples of bricolage, using whatever resources are available to achieve the
goals using the available financial resources. The innovative practices are summarized in
Table 6 below.
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Table 6. Innovative practices in GFB programs across Canada
Innovative
practice theme
Partnerships

Description
•
•

•
•

•
•
•
•
Operational cost
efficiency
process
enhancements

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•

Strategies to
support
individuals in
need

•
•
•

Volunteers
Community garden programs; portion of what is grown is used
for food banks or GFB programs (seasonal variation); in one
case, this has also resulted in increased uptake of subsidized
good food boxes
Social services
Multiple coordinated partners with shared purpose, under lead
agency, leveraging a variety of human and social capital to
address bulk discount purchasing, transportation, promotion,
membership enlistment, ordering and payment logistics, pickup sites
Free space for packing, distribution (eg non-profit housing
organization)
Municipality and public health unit when available to partner
Partner with other GFB program to be food supplier
Non-profit cooperative offering affordable fresh produce in area
known for high cost, low quality
Use recycled boxes from previous client orders
Custom ordering (respond to participant requests)
Direct to home delivery (for clients with mobility and child care
issues)
Online ordering system
Buy wisely to ensure value for money (result is steady base of
participants)
Shifted from delivering tailored to bulk packed items to aging in
place community engagement food program, that reduced
costs, maintained existing participant base, and supported
program expansion
Integration as part of suite of food-based social enterprises
allows space, vehicle use cost-sharing, and increased farmer
relations, etc.
Evaluations in progress or ongoing:
-one program: currently in progress to assess sustainability
and identify opportunities for improvement
-one program: fine tuned and constantly updated GFB program
over many years of running it to achieve best possible results
Paid participants and others able to donate box to someone in
need; donation system can use another partner organization
Community Living partnerships to engage their clients, who
purchase and help pack bags; general public comes into
agency, resulting in reduced stigma
Clients on social assistance – payment taken off cheque and
sent directly to GFB program
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Social
enterprise,
fundraiser, and
communications

•
•

•

•
•

Future: community greenhouse to produce and sell own
harvest
Urban farm: linked to employability skills program for those
identifying challenge of disability; used as training site;
participants also volunteer on packing day and have healthy
meal together; creates sense of community through the activity
and shared meal
School fundraiser: 1/3 of fundraiser went to school; identified
some challenge with lack of human capital (volunteers), and
value in having paid coordinator if model continued or
expanded
Charity of Choice successful application will provide greater
visibility in community; focusing on website, facebook, online
communications’ enhancements
Establish strong communication system between participants
and GFB program manager to ensure quality products and
services in place

The value of sharing information about GFB programs was validated by one program in the
response related to innovative practices: “None but it needs an overhaul. There haven’t
been any significant changes made to the program since it’s inception…”.
Additional comments and recommendations are categorized into a SWOT analysis,
Strengths, Opportunities, and Weaknesses/Threats in Table 7. Volunteers was identified
multiple times as a critical human capital resource for GFB program sustainability.

Table 7. SWOT analysis of GFB programs summarizing open-ended comments and
recommendations
Strengths
•
•

•

Volunteers (x8)
Partnerships with
faith communities
who contribute in
multiple ways
Inclusive
approach, no
stigma or shame
in receiving GFB
program; can

Opportunities
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Paid coordinator position (x2)
Expand client accessible pick-up sites
Partner with restaurants; some wait staff donate
portion of tips to subsidize food boxes
Local farm suppliers that operate on-farm market can
provide variety and single-source ordering
Online farmers market cooperatives
Partner with emergency shelter and community living
complexes to reach clients and reduce stigma
Partner with grocery stores for discount purchasing
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•

•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

meet universal
and clients in
need, in variety of
ways
Partnerships with
First Nations,
Reserves,
Indigenous
communities and
centres
“ground up”
initiatives can
influence
NPOs strong
resource
Interest in this
research – 87%
response rate;
“Thank you for
thinking of
contacting us to
participate at this
research!”

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Partner with local delivery service to deliver produce at
no/reduced cost
Local food sourcing when possible
Open and strong communications approach/strategy
Operational cost efficiency strategies
Christmas season whole community
members/business approach for donations and link to
other support programs
Diverse skilled board members to contribute technical
expertise (eg social media, technology)
School fundraisers – link with home and school groups
for volunteers and human capital and their existing
ordering systems; explore broader to community,
student engagement approach, bring your own
bag/box to reduce costs
Customize boxes
Expand to add other products, be more inclusive of
cultures, diets (some include frozen meat products)
Use system level approach linking with other programs
and services, and influence policy agendas at national,
provincial/territorial, and municipal levels
Incorporate or link to food skills education
programming, including making low cost meals with
what is available; supports building social connections
Weaknesses/Threats

Retaining dedicated volunteers
Funding (x2)
Unclear mission or target group
Retaining farming partnership if produce cost too high for participants or too low
for farmers
Lack of buy-in from decision makers
Transportation resources
Rural areas may be challenged with meeting needs within limited funding and
transportation networks
Lack of tracking systems limiting ability to communicate comprehensive financial
and social impact results to funders, stakeholders
Lack of evaluation of GFB programs
Large scale programs require significant resources and each GFB program has its
unique challenges

A predominant theme that emerged in this SWOT analysis is the value of leveraging diverse
partnerships, including volunteers, in creative ways. This aligns with the factors of bricolage
and network collaboration, drawn from the literature, as influencers in GFB program
53

sustainability. Funding and communications, which are elements of effective performance
management, were also identified as areas to place greater emphasis on for future GFB
program sustainability in Canada.

Agriculture, Farms and Farming
Given that the primary component of GFB programs is to distribute fresh fruit and
vegetables, it is important to understand the role of agriculture and farming in these
programs. Several survey questions explored this component of bricolage in GFB
programs. Farms or farmers are involved in over half, 27 (57.4%), of GFB programs. Of
those, almost all, 25 (92.6%), are involved in food provision in some capacity, either through
donating food, providing food at a lower cost, or being a seasonal occasional food supplier.
Of these programs, some also contribute social and human capital, financial resources,
distribution site, and a role in governance. Nine GFB programs reported that agriculture
organizations, such as associations or societies, are or were involved and contribute in a
variety of ways including: financial, social and human capital, distribution site, governance,
food donation and government grant. Three GFB programs identified that their primary
mission or goal was to promote local agriculture distribution in the community. Almost two
thirds, 29 of 44 respondents (65.9%), somewhat or strongly agreed that promoting local
agriculture distribution was part of their GFB program goals.

There was seasonal variation on how much product was obtained from local farms.
Summer and fall have the highest and very similar rates of 35% of GFB programs obtaining
more than half of their produce from local farms. Table 8 summarizes seasonal product
variation.
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Table 8. Amount of GFB program produce obtained from local farms
Amount of
product from
local farms
>50%

Winter

Spring

Summer

Fall

4

5

16

16

<50%

(8.9%)
20

(11.1%)
20

(35.6%)
12

(34.8%)
18

None

(44.4%)
14

(44.4%)
13

(28.9%)
9

(39.1%)
5

Unknown

(31.1%)
7

(28.9%)
7

(20%)
8

(10.9%)
7

(15.6%)
45

(15.6%)
45

(17.8%)
45

(15.2%)
46

Total #
responses

When asked, over 70% of programs did not significantly link local farming product
availability to their program sustainability. Appendix J captures the summary of survey
responses to this question. Twenty-three respondents provided additional comments related
to the role of farming and agriculture on GFB program sustainability. The comments are
summarized into the key themes that emerged:
•
•
•
•

Partnerships: Maintain partnership with local farms while meeting affordability, box
size & variability supply/demand needs; some expand/link to other initiatives
(i.e. employability skills program) – 12 responses
Access: Lack of available access to local farms due to geography, requiring long
distance shipment or lack of delivery and volunteer resource to pick up produce – 4
responses
Supply: Insufficient local supply; limited growing season – 3 responses
Other: Time limited fundraiser, access to/build loyalty re fresh local produce,
discontinued program related to nonfarming partners’ lack of involvement, wholesale
food distributors access affordable local produce – 4 responses.

Overall, the qualitative research demonstrated that unique and organic utilization of social
and human capital across diverse types of organizations is evident in all GFB programs,
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consistent with the literature, making do with what is available to achieve the social mission.
A direct quote from one respondent captured this theme:
When we started the program, we had funding and that funding ended. That funding
was critical to get us off the ground. Now our project relies heavily on volunteers and
a tight budget. But it is working.

Questions nine through 23 were utilized to complete the statistical analysis of bricolage as a
factor in GFB program sustainability. From a list of 14 options, question nine asked what
types of organizations have been involved in the GFB program; and, questions 10 to 23
asked study participants to identify from a list of seven options, all the ways that
organizations have been involved. A maximum score of 98 (14 types of organizations x
seven ways an organization can be involved) was identified. For example, a GFB program
that partnered with seven organizations in two ways each, would score 14 points. Another
GFB program could partner with four organizations, ranging from two to three different
ways, and score fourteen points. Listing of 14 organizations was a thorough and
encompassing list; it would be rare for a GFB program to partner with all of those on the list.
Scoring of high and low bricolage was assigned as follows: high – 20 or more; low – under
20. This scoring was determined based on an epidemiologist’s review of the distribution of
scores across the study sample, and consultation with the researcher to determine the
appropriate scoring. A summary of the types and frequency of organizations involved in all
GFB programs is found in Appendix K. Bricolage was found to be statistically significant in
the analysis as a contributor to the composite sustainability DV. A Pearson’s chi-squared
test showed a p-value of 0.036. A p-value less than 0.05 is statistically significant.

56

Effective Performance Management
Achieving a primary mission, most often to address a community need, with associated
funding, are core elements of effective performance management. At almost 96% of
respondents indicating that an identified community need, was influential in establishing or
endorsing GFB program development or implementation, this was the strongest ranked
factor among all listed in this question. Having funding available for this type of initiative was
also ranked high at over 76%. Table 9 summarizes these results.

Table 9. Identified community need and funding available as factors in establishing or
endorsing GFB program development or implementation

8.6 Identified
community need
8.7 Funding
available for this
type of initiative

Strongly or
somewhat
disagree
2

Neither
agree nor
disagree
0

Somewhat
or strongly
agree
44

(4.3%)
7

(0%)
4

(95.7%)
35

(15.2%)

(8.7%)

(76.1%)

Total #
responses
46

Total #
not
answered
1

46

1

Funding sources reported by GFB programs are ranked in order of frequency in Table 10.
For those GFB programs who secured a portion of their funding through direct pay from
participants, over two-thirds (72.1%) used this to cover over half of the annual costs to
operate the program. The second highest ranked funding source was government funding,
contributing over 50% of annual funding to seven programs (17.5%). Overreliance on
donations was identified as a sustainability challenge by some study participants.
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Table 10. Source of funding for GFB programs
Funding source

Frequency

%

Direct pay from participants

40

93%

Total #
responses
43

Government funding

24

60%

40

Donations

19

48.7%

39

Other - not specified

13

36.1%

36

United Way grants

6

15.4%

39

Other social enterprise initiatives

5

13.5%

37

Most of the programs spent more than half of their annual budget on food, and less than a
quarter of their budgets on staffing or other operating and administrative costs. All GFB
programs spend less than a quarter of their budgets on advertising and communications.
Expense summary allocation is depicted in Table 11.

Table 11. Allocation of total expenses for GFB programs
Expense

33

More than 50100%
5

Total #
responses
43

(76.7%)
39

(11.6%)
2

43

Food

(90.7%)
7

(4.7%)
34

44

Advertising and communications

(15.9%)
42

(77.3%)
0

42

(100%)

(0%)

Staffing

Other non-food
operating/administration costs

Less than 25%
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Over 170,000 good food boxes were distributed to close to 30,000 unique individuals across
Canada in 2018 (or the last operating year of the program), averaging 726 unique
participants per program; 27% of the unique participants, an average of 198, received
financial support for their good food box. A summary of these metrics is found in Appendix
L. Annual budget amounts ranged from zero to $450,000. The number of GFB programs
that fall into one of four budget categories is summarized in Table 12 below. The average
number of unique participants and good food boxes distributed increased as budget size
increased. The number and percentage of unique participants receiving financial support for
their food box is also calculated. Programs that fell into the over $10,000 to $50,000 budget
category showed the highest average percentage of unique participants receiving financial
support. Programs that did not provide budget information, or for which budget information
was not known or available, have been grouped together for the other performance metrics.
This data includes discontinued GFB programs.

Table 12. Performance metrics for GFB programs in budget categories
Budget
category

# GFB
programs

Average #
unique
participants
per GFB
program
121

Average #
subsidized
unique
participants
per GFB
program
6

Average %
subsidized
unique
participants
per GFB
program
5%

Average #
good food
boxes
distributed
per GFB
program
919

0 - $10K

12

>$10K - $50K

10

363

133

36.6%

1496

>$50K - $100K

8

909

>$100K

7

2024

138
694

Unknown, N/A
or not provide

10

586

172

15.2%

3380

34.3%

12,328

29.3%

4,554
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Performance Metrics and Evaluation
Just over half (25 or 54.3%) of the surveyed GFB programs (46 responses) have a system
in place that tracks how well the program is achieving its goals. Only those who responded
affirmatively to this question, were then asked what is tracked and how these results were
reported to stakeholders. Of those who have tracking systems, finances and overall
participant reach were the two top reported indicators, at 85% and 88%, respectively.
Comparatively, metrics such as cost per good food box or percentage of good food box
program pick-ups, are less prevalent, at 60% and 44%, respectively. The average number
of indicators tracked by these GFB programs was four (4.4) and ranged from two to seven
per GFB program. Some of the ‘other’ category indicators include: # of good food boxes
sold; % who are eating more fruits and vegetables; participant opinions on GFB program
impact on physical and financial access to healthy food; committee meetings; video
documentaries; and, developing better quantitative and qualitative evaluation tools. Table
13 highlights the frequency and percentage of the variety of indicators tracked, among
those who have tracking systems, and what this reflects as the total percentage of all GFB
programs.

Table 13. GFB program performance metrics tracking (of those who have tracking systems)
Performance
metric/indicator
Finances
# participants reached
Outcomes
Cost per GFB
Anecdotal stories
% of GFB program pickups
# participants who report
improved food
Other:

# GFB
programs

% of those who have
tracking systems

21
22
16
15
14
11

85%
88%
64%
60%
56%
44%

% of total #
surveyed GFB
programs
44.7%
46.8%
34%
31.9%
29.8%
23.4%

4

16%

8.5%

6

24%

12.8%
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Communications
Among those with tracking systems, the most common method of reporting results to
stakeholders is through annual written reports (18 respondents; 72% of GFB programs with
tracking systems; 39% of all GFB programs surveyed). Other methods include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Participants sharing stories – 14
Annual presentations – 6
Quarterly updates – 6
Final grant/funder/board/administrator reports – 4
Local newspaper, social media, agriculture fair - 2
Monthly board meetings – 1
Food literacy program discussion – 1

Separate from performance tracking systems, all survey respondents were asked to identify
the communication tools they use to share information about their GFB program. This
generated a total of 166 responses across 46 survey respondents, averaging 3.6 per
respondent, meaning that, many programs use multiple tools to disseminate information.
Referral through word of mouth, leveraging partnerships, was mentioned many times in the
other category descriptors, followed by signage/posters, radio, and Instagram. For the
school site, GFB program information was provided on the hot lunch ordering form; and, for
one other unspecified site, waiting room monitor was identified as a tool used. Figure 6
provides the number of GFB programs that report using each of the communication tools, in
ascending order.
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Figure 6. # of GFB programs that use these communication tools to share information about
their GFB program

Two separate survey questions were used in the statistical analysis for the effective
performance management IV against the composite GFB program sustainability DV.
Question 29 grouped all programs into one of four annual expense budget categories:
under $10K; over $10K - $50K; over $50K - $100K; and over $100K to determine if budget
size was linked to sustainability. A Pearson chi-squared test showed a p-value of 0.409.
The second was question 39, which had a yes/no response option: if programs did or did
not have a system in place that tracks how well the GFB program is achieving its goals. A
Pearson chi-squared test showed a p-value of 0.326. Both IV questions did not prove to be
statistically significant in the statistical analysis with the composite sustainability variable. A
p-value less than 0.05 is statistically significant. An interesting finding however, was that
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almost all study participants provided some performance data, including unique participant
reach, unique participant subsidized reach, and total number of good food boxes
distributed, while only about half stated that they had a system in place to determine if the
GFB program was achieving its goals. It could be that respondents had different
interpretations of the meaning of this question, including that a tracking system was more
about formalized outcome measures.

Network Collaboration
Questions 8.4 and 8.5 gathered information about the level of influence organizations had in
GFB programs and were used to analyse this IV both qualitatively and quantitatively.
Network collaboration, especially informal and formal networks of non-profit community
partners, emerged as one of the strongest factors associated with establishing or endorsing
GFB program development or implementation, as captured in Table 14 below, with 83% of
all respondents rating this as somewhat or strongly agree. Almost half (47%) of those, rated
this as strongly agree.

Table 14. Network collaboration as a factor in establishing or endorsing GFB program
development or implementation

8.4
Informal/formal
network of nonprofit community
partners
8.5
Linkages to
private sector
organizations

Strongly or
somewhat
disagree

Neither
agree nor
disagree

Somewhat or
strongly
agree

Total #
responses

Total # not
answered

3

5

39

47

0

(6.4%)

(10.6%)

(83%)

13

17

15

45

2

(28.9%)

(37.8%)

(33.3%)
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Statistical analysis of questions 8.4 and 8.5 mirrored similar trends, with regards to their
impact on the composite sustainability variable. Informal/formal networks of non-profit
community partners were found to be statistically significant; whereas, linkages to private
sector organizations were not. A Pearson’s chi-squared test showed a p-value of 0.035 for
informal/formal networks of non-profit community partners. Conversely, a Pearson’s chisquared test showed a p-value of 0.235 for linkages to private sector organizations. A pvalue less than 0.05 is statistically significant.

Given that there is a strong interconnection between network collaboration and bricolage,
the full list of organizations involved was referenced in the bricolage analysis section. In
examining the most common networks where collaboration occurs in GFB programs, five
types of organizations were involved in more than half (over 57%) of all GFB programs, as
follows:
•
•
•
•
•

Churches:
Community centres:
Schools – elementary/secondary:
Public health units:
Farms/farmers:

32 (68.1%)
29 (61.7%)
28 (59.6%)
28 (59.6%)
27 (57.4%)

Other organizations involved in GFB programs include: non-farming private businesses;
advisory committees/coalitions; post-secondary institutions (universities, colleges); food
banks; neighbourhood committees; municipalities; non-profit environment and agriculture
organizations; and community members and volunteers. A summary of the types and
frequency of organizations involved in all GFB programs is found in Appendix K.
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Findings
Based on the analysis, it was found that GFB program sustainability, as measured by a
composite of program longevity, social impact mission achievement, and financial
sustainability, is significantly influenced by two of the five variables studied: bricolage and
network collaboration with informal and formal non-profit community partners. The role of
social and human capital, through partnerships and volunteers in helping GFB programs,
particularly in an environment of financial challenge, was a predominant theme in both the
literature and survey results, aligning strongly with bricolage and network collaboration as
factors contributing to GFB program sustainability in Canada.

As outlined in the literature review, bricolage is not a single strategy, rather a practical and
creative approach in using resources, making something out of nothing. This was evidenced
in the diverse representation of organizations that work in partnership together in a variety
of ways, to achieve social mission and goals of GFB programs in Canada. This ranged from
the most common way as a distribution site, to contributing human and social capital
resources and links to other groups, to participating in governance structures that help
inform strategic planning and decision making. Almost half of GFB programs utilize farming
and agriculture organizations and almost all of those are involved in food provision, often at
a reduced cost. Technical expertise to develop and maintain communications strategies and
broaden reach to various audiences was also a component of practical utilization of
available resources. The qualitative review of survey responses regarding organizational
involvement, innovative practices, and open-ended additional comments, mirrored similar
results to the results of the statistical analysis.
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Network collaboration in this research study, is very linked with bricolage, as it pertains to
the level of influence organizations have on GFB program sustainability in Canada.
Although informal/formal networks of non-profit community partners were a statistically
significant variable, and linkages to private sector organizations were not, there are a
number of GFB programs, that have influential linkages to private sector organizations in
achieving their GFB program goals. The five predominant network collaborating
organizations in GFB programs are: churches, community centres, elementary and
secondary schools, public health units, and farms/farmers. The qualitative review of survey
questions related to network collaboration mirrored similar results to the Pearson chisquared statistical analysis testing.

The Pearson chi-squared testing results showed no significant relationship between Board
of Directors governance model, policy alignment, or effective performance management
variables on GFB program sustainability in Canada. However, there are a few factors that
may be at play with each of these factors.

Regarding policy alignment, research done in 2017 revealed that there is a large food policy
landscape across the country, including 23 food policy responses to food insecurity, ranging
from zero to five in each province or territory (Martorell, 2017; Appendix I). There was no
observed correlation between the number of food insecurity or overall number of food
policies in a province or territory, and the distribution of GFB programs in Canada. This
could suggest that study respondents do not perceive that there is a link, but that over time,
the food movement over the past two decades, has given credence to new food related
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programs, including GFB programs. This is consistent with the findings of a lack of
achieving “joined-up” (Risser et al, 2011) policy alignment when no clear link to the central
program or initiatives is evident, defined as a lack of “proximity to centre” (Risser et al,
2011). Only one quarter of all survey participants identified that provincial/territorial food
policy statement, strategy, council, or formalized network was a factor in establishing or
endorsing GFB program development or implementation. Of note, although not statistically
significant and only 32% of survey participants, the influence of a regional/municipal food
policy or strategy on establishing or endorsing GFB program development or
implementation, was perceived as stronger than provincial or territorial food policy
statements, strategies, councils or formalized networks, suggesting that this is perceived as
a step closer or more joined to the grassroots initiative.

Related to Board of Directors governance, it should be noted that more explicit information
related to governance could shed light on the specific decision making and leadership
structures within the programs of non-Board of Directors governance programs, as some
may, in fact, have similar structures with similar functions in place, without the formal title of
a Board of Directors. Close to 40% of GFB programs reported that volunteers or community
advisory committees best described their governance structure for strategic leadership and
decision making for their GFB program. Often community advisory committees consist of
volunteer membership. These groups often have some level of formality to their decision
making and how they function. If capturing this group as a collective, it is only slightly under
the 43% that reported having a Board of Directors governance model in place. Board of
Directors governance was not shown as statistically significant in the Pearson chi-squared
testing analysis.
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Measuring the impact of the effective performance management variable on sustainability
proved to be challenging. The analysis used only two questions that pertained to budget
size and whether a tracking system on goal achievement was in place. Other elements of
this broad variable that could better reflect it, could encompass communication tools and
strategies, and performance metrics analysis, such as average cost per GFB, and specific
breakdown of financial information. The most commonly reported influential factor in
establishing or endorsing GFB program development or implementation was having an
identified community need, at 96% of survey participants. Having funding for this type of
initiative was ranked influential by just over three quarters of participants. This can be
compared to the importance and influence of the social impact mission (eg. addressing the
identified community need) to the importance and influence of having financial resources
(eg. financial viability). Although both are required, making do with whatever resources in
bricolage and through network collaboration, comes into play when funding isn’t fully in
place. Operating revenue, revenue generated through the business or program activity, was
measured by direct pay from participants as a funding source. This source was used by
93% of programs for some portion of their funding, which aligns with how GFB programs
were set up to be in existence. Having a universal access to all for products and services,
while providing products and services to those individuals in needs, is the blended social
impact approach for GFB program sustainability in Canada. As was articulated in the
literature, NPOs often do not capture or communicate their impacts in a way that links social
impact mission to financial reports. This was not specifically asked in the survey. However,
based on the results that only 25, or just over half of surveyed GFB programs, report having
a system in place that tracks how well the program is achieving its goals, this could be an
area for focus to put into place in the future for existing GFB programs, and those who are
exploring starting up a program in Canada.
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This is the first known research study attempting to understand all existing and discontinued
GFB programs in Canada and the factors that contribute to sustainability. The breadth of
data collected, within the qualitative analysis, provides information that can be leveraged by
programs in their early stages, and programs, who are considering a refresh of their
approach. Universality of GFB programs, providing fresh fruit and vegetables for all people,
combined with a goal to provide an approach to individuals in need in a non-stigmatized
way, are the primary mission and additional goals of GFB programs and what make them
unique.

When feasible, geographically and seasonally, promoting and leveraging local agriculture,
can be a valued asset to GFB programs; however, as identified, a GFB program can be in
place in northern communities, where this is not feasible. Most programs exist in Ontario;
however, some programs in other provinces, may be very large and categorized as one,
with many coordinated sites under this one umbrella.

NPOs are involved as lead or partner organizations, in four out of five GFB programs.
Operating revenue, through direct pay from participants, is the most common funding
source, and many programs utilize a variety of funding sources to run their programs.
Innovative practices that tend to be used to address sustainability and funding challenges,
focus on creative partnerships, cost efficient process enhancements, linking with other
complementary initiatives to engage the human capital of individuals in need, and social
enterprise. There is a growing trend towards embedding the use of community gardens or
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greenhouses to produce, sell and/or donate the harvest to GFB program recipients.

Areas for Future Research
This analysis focused on testing five factors, that emerged in the literature as contributors to
GFB program sustainability. Two of the factors emerged as statistically significant, as
contributors to sustainability. Future research could examine these factors in another way,
by examining the actual questions, how they were asked in this survey, and identify if these
questions were in fact, the best measures for those variables. A qualitative review of the
results, specifically for effective performance management, suggests that study participants
may have interpreted questions differently, and thus answered with some conflicting
responses. Establishing statistically significant indicators for measuring sustainability and
for measuring each of the IVs is new territory and warrants further investigation.

NPO performance measurement can be difficult to measure, given there is not a mandate to
generate a profit, yet there is a mandate to have adequate sustainable funds to achieve the
social mission. The inextricability linkage of those is unique to NPOs. Future research could
seek to identify key performance elements that GFB programs could consistently use to
benchmark their activities, social impact and financial status against. Future research could
embed asking for specific performance metrics used in alignment with NPO sustainability,
including explicitly asking about achievement of mission and goals.

A significant amount of data was collected through this research. Within an ethics approved
process, future research could be done using the aggregate data, and complete other more
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in-depth statistical analyses. Options include: developing and measuring a composite for
each of the IVs against the composite sustainability variable; measuring the five IVs against
longevity alone, as a proxy for sustainability; and, a case study approach of those GFB
programs who have all, 80%, or 60% of the IVs, and completing a content analysis of the
quantitative and qualitative information.

Another area of GFB program future research is to explore reaching audiences where they
are accessing other programs and services. One site is post-secondary institutions. Given
that the post-secondary student population is one often in financial need with significant
school expenses, future research could explore the current breadth and scope, and value of
this program with this audience, particularly given that healthy eating is linked to overall
physical and mental well-being, critically important at this time when academic demands are
very high. A second site, that was mentioned by a study participant, is hospital or health
centre rehabilitation sites, reaching individuals at a time of health crisis, shifting lifestyle
practices, and providing practical links to fresh fruit and vegetables, such as GFB programs,
to supplement the health promotion healthy diet education and other supports offered.

Conclusion
Five factors emerged in the literature review as contributors to GFB program sustainability
in Canada. These factors were tested through an online survey with all known existing and
discontinued GFB programs in Canada. Two of these factors, bricolage and network
collaboration, emerged as statistically significant contributors to program sustainability. With
the recent announcement of a national food policy for Canada, and a focus on ensuring
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affordable, nutritious, healthy access to food for all, GFB programs, are an innovative
grassroots approach to address this need, both in rural and urban communities.
Partnerships with diverse non-profit, private sector, formal and informal organizations and
groups have been identified as the most valued resources to make do with what is available
through bricolage. There is no one strategy or approach that works for all; however,
exploring opportunities for building and sharing ideas through formalized networks across
Canada, would be valuable for food programs, such as the GFB program. Given the
Goodfood private sector business that began in Quebec only four years ago, expanded to
open a second head office in Calgary, has 189,000 subscribers as of May 2019, and
recently announced expansion to add a value meal option for the cost conscious, there may
be opportunity to engage this organization as a partner for sustainability (Goodfood, 2019).
Interestingly, this private sector organization posts sophisticated and detailed financial
reports and claims that they donate one meal per child per box sold; however, no
performance results or measures of this philanthropic component of their business was
found within these performance reports in the public domain (Goodfood, 2019). Quebec has
been an early adopter of successful broad healthy food polices with their banning
advertising of certain products to children, and yet public domain information suggests that
their GFB program is no longer in existence. Could it be that Quebec has shifted to broader
population health policy actions, and that the private sector has stepped into this market
economy in that province?

Food policy is a current focus for Canada, with the recent Food Policy for Canada:
Everyone at the Table, recently released. Four short- and medium-term key action areas for
2019 – 2024, have been identified to address key gaps. GFB programs align clearly with the
first of those actions: help Canadian Communities Access Healthy Food.
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Community-based initiatives will invest in projects that increase access to food, with
the potential to provide social, health, environmental, and economic benefits in
support of vibrant communities across Canada. The Government of Canada will also
engage with provinces, territories, and key stakeholder groups to work toward the
creation of a National School Food Program (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada,
2019, p. 9).

Other actions include: making Canadian food the top choice at home and abroad;
supporting food security in Northern and Indigenous communities; and, reducing food
waste. It is an opportunistic time to ‘join up’ with Canada’s national food policy priority action
areas, leverage factors of bricolage and network collaboration to effectively manage GFB
programs in Canada. The Canadian private business sector has demonstrated that there is
a market economy for good food access, and fresh fruit and vegetables, for all Canadians.
This suggests that there continues to be a social market economy for GFB programs in this
country. Intentional strategic implementation of effective performance management
strategies and formalized strategic governance structures, such as a Board of Directors, in
addition to bricolage and network collaboration, are worthy of consideration for future GFB
programs in Canada.
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Appendices
Appendix A - Good Food Box Programs Research Survey
Q 1.

LETTER OF INFORMATION AND CONSENT with live online survey

Q 2. I consent to participate in the Good Food Box (GFB) Program Research Study by
completing this online survey
check box √
Q 3. I agree to have the GFB Program that I represent, be acknowledged as a
contributor to the research in the final research report
check box √
Q 4. Copy and paste GFB Program unique study ID code from email here:_________
Q 5. In which province or territory is the GFB located?
BC, AB, SASK, MAN, ON, Que, NB, NS, PEI, Newfoundland & Labrador, Yukon, NWT,
Nunavut
Q 6. What is the title of the GFB program?
GFB
FFB
Other: please specify__________
Q 7. How long has the GFB program been in operation?
0-1 year
>1 year to 5 years
>5 years to 10 years
>10 years
No longer in operation; specify when discontinued__________________
Q 8. Please rate to what degree the following have been factors/influential in
establishing or endorsing GFB program development or implementation:
Strongly disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly agree

8.1 Provincial/territorial food policy statement or strategy
8.2 Provincial/territorial food policy council or formalized network
8.3 Regional/municipal food policy strategy
8.4 Informal/formal networks of non-profit community partners
8.5 Linkages to private sector organizations
8.6 Identified community need
8.7 Funding available for this type of initiative
8.8 Other: Please specify ________________
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Q 9. What types of local organizations have been involved in the GFB program?
Please check all that apply.
Schools (elementary/secondary)
Post-secondary (universities, colleges)
Churches
Community centres
Farms/farmers
Advisory committees or coalitions
Food banks
Neighbourhood committees
Municipalities
Public health units
Non-profit environment organizations
Agriculture organizations (i.e. association, society)
Non-farming private businesses
Other: Please specify________________
Q 10-23. How have each of the organizations in Q. 9 been involved in the GFB
program? Check all that apply. (Skip option for only those that apply in Q. 9)
Financial
Social capital (links to other resources, groups)
Human capital (staffing/volunteer resource)
Distribution site
Governance (eg Board of Directors role)
Food donation
Other: Please specify______________
Q 24. What is the primary mission or goal of the GFB program? Check only one.
Provide fresh fruit & vegetables to all people
Provide fresh fruit & vegetables individuals in need
Provide local fresh fruit & vegetables to all people
Provide local fresh fruit & vegetables to individuals in need
Promote local agriculture distribution to the community
Promote positive spaces in the community related to food
Other: Please specify_________________
Q 25. Rate agreement with how much these goals are part of the GFB program.
Strongly disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly agree

25.1 Provide fresh fruit & vegetables to all people
25.2 Provide fresh fruit & vegetables to individuals in need
25.3 Provide local fresh fruit & vegetables to all people
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25.4 Provide local fresh fruit & vegetables to individuals in need
25.5 Promote local agriculture distribution to the community
25.6 Promote positive spaces in the community related to food
25.7 Other: Please specify____________
Q 26. What best describes the lead organization that administers the GFB in your
area? Check only 1.
Local government
Other non-profit organization
Private sector
Public health unit
Partnership of local government and other non-profit organization
Partnership of local government, other non-profit organization & private sector
Partnership of public health unit & other non-profit organization
Partnership of public health unit & other non-profit & private sector
Other: Please specify________________
Q 27. What best describes the governance structure for strategic leadership and
decision-making for the GFB program in your area? Check only 1.
Board of Directors
Volunteers
Government organization
Private sector organization
Community advisory committee
Other: Please specify_____________________
Q 28. What sites does the GFB program use to distribute food? Check all that apply.
Churches
Community centres
Schools (elementary/secondary)
Post-secondary (university/college)
Other: Please specify_____________________
Q 29: One of the elements of sustainability is financial - the ability to pay for costs to
run the program. The following section asks questions about this area.
What are the total annual expenses (i.e. the budget) for the GFB program (2018 or most
recent active year)? ________________
Q 30. Please indicate how much of the total expenses are covered by the following
sources:
0-25%
>25%-50%
>50%-75%
>75%-100%
a) Government funding
b) Donations
c) Direct pay from participants
d) Other social enterprise initiatives
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e) United Way grants
f) Other: Please specify_____________________
Q 31. Please indicate how much of the total expenses are attributed to each of the
following:
0-25%
>25%-50%
>50%-75%
>75%-100%
a) Staffing
b) Other non-food operating/administrative costs
c) Food
d) Advertising & communications
e) Other: Please specify _______________________
Q 32. How many unique people participated in the GFB program in 2018 (or most
recent active year)? (i.e. for monthly GFB, 1 person may receive a GFB 12 times-this
counts as 1 person) _________________________
Q 33. How many unique participants received financial support (i.e. did not pay) for
the GFB program they received in 2018? (or most recent active
year)?_________________________
Q 34. What is the total # of GFBs distributed in 2018 (or most recent active
year)?_________
Q 35. To identify how much local farming and agriculture play a role in GFB
programs, please indicate how much product on average of the total GFB is obtained
from local farms during these periods of time:
0-25%
>25%-50%
>50-75%
>75-100%
Unknown
Winter (Jan – Mar)
Spring (Apr-Jun)
Summer (Jul-Sept)
Fall (Oct-Dec)
Q 36. To what extend has product availability from local farms & agriculture impacted
the sustainability of the GFB program?
Great extent
moderate extent
small extent
not at all
Q 37. Additional comments re farming & agriculture impact on GFB program
sustainability: ____________________________
Q 38. Which of the following communication tools are used share information about
the GFB program? Check all that apply.
Local newspaper
Website
Email
Facebook
Twitter
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Formal reports (annual government or organization reports, regular newsletters)
Other: Please specify_________________
Q 39. Do you have a system in place that tracks how well the GFB is achieving its
goals?
Yes - next Q will skip to Q. 40
No - next Q will skip to Q. 4
Q 40. If yes, what is tracked in the system? Please check all that apply.
Finances
Outcomes
Cost per GFB
Percentage (%) of GFB pick ups
# of participants reached
# of participants who report improved food skills (i.e. cooking)
Anecdotal stories
Other: Please specify_______________
Q 41. How are these reported to stakeholders? Check all that apply.
a) annual written reports
b) annual presentations
c) quarterly updates
d) participants sharing stories
e) other: Please Specify____________________
Innovative practices:
Q 42. What, if any, changes or innovative practices (eg. social enterprise initiatives,
urban farm) have been implemented to improve the GFB program’s ability to achieve
its mission and financial viability?_______________________________
Q 43. Please provide any additional comments or recommendations that you feel are
important to share that may assist other existing or potentially new GFB programs in
achieving sustainability.________________________________________
Once you click the forward arrow below, you will be redirected to another url web link. This
is a final question that will not be linked to your other survey responses and will only be
used as specified in the question. If you have completed answering all of the questions,
please click on the forward arrow now. If you wish to revise your responses or go back to
any questions, please use the back-arrow button.
_________________________________________________________________________
Q 1. The following question will not be linked to your other survey responses and will
only be used as specified in the questions.
Would you like to receive an electronic copy of the report once it is complete?
Yes - Please provide name and email address to where this can be
sent_________________________
No-end of survey; skip to end of survey. Thank you for completing the survey.
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Appendix B – Letter of Information and Consent
Study Title:
Factors Affecting Good Food Box (GFB) Program Sustainability in Canada
Name of Principal Investigator:

Co-Investigator:

Joseph Lyons
Assistant Professor
Director, Local Government Program
Department of Political Science
Western University
Social Science Centre, Rm 4162
London, ON N6A 5C2
jlyons7@uwo.ca
519-661-2111, ext. 85168

Ellen Pezzetta
RN, BScN, DPA
Masters Public Administration Candidate
Local Government Program
Western University
905-332-7002
epezzett@uwo.ca

Introduction
You are being invited to participate in a research study that aims to identify the factors that
contribute to sustainability of Good Food Box (GFB) programs in Canada. This will result in
identifying promising practices that a community could consider if they wished to refresh
their current program or set up a new GFB program.
Background/Purpose
GFB programs, implemented as an approach to provide affordable access to healthy food,
specifically fresh fruit and vegetables, have been in place in Canada since 1994. Little
research has been done on how well the programs are able to meet program goals, reach
the people they wish to reach, keep the programs going, and if there are changes they are
making to make them sustainable. Research that was done in 2013 through interviews with
21 of the approximately 50 known GFB programs at that time, found that there is a wide
variety in how GFB programs are delivered, what their goals are, where they source food
from and who oversees them. Review of the literature has garnered themes of what the
factors are that contribute to sustainability.
Study Design
This research project will involve disseminating an online survey to gather information from
a lead manager or coordinator of all known existing and past GFB programs in Canada. The
aim is to determine if the themes found in the literature of the factors that contribute to GFB
program sustainability, are what is experienced in GFB programs across Canada.
The following criteria will be used to determine eligibility as a GFB program in this research
study:
• a program that secures bulk fruits and vegetables for further dissemination to
citizens; and
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•
•
•
•

a program that is publicly identified as a GFB program, or self identifies as a GFB
program, and has the title of Good Food Box or has a similar title, such as Fresh
Food Box; and
a program that is governed by public sector, private sector, a hybrid of public and
private sector, or another non-profit organization or community collective; and,
a program that has one or more distribution sites within a community; and,
the program may be an existing program or a past program.

Community is defined as: a geographic area that may be a municipality, township, town, or
city, or may be a designated subset geographic area within such an area; there may be
several GFB programs within a municipality.
Procedures
There is no central database or list of all GFB programs in Canada or in provinces or
territories. Several steps will be taken by the researcher to find all GFB programs that
currently exist or existed previously in Canada, using the 2013 publicly available research
report, and contact with non-for-profit field experts to generate an initial list of those GFB
programs with publicly available information.
The researcher will:
•

•
•
•
•
•

contact all existing or past GFB programs on the initial list by email to confirm who
the manager lead is and the best person to be invited to participate in the study and
send the online survey to. Email correspondence will include Letter of Consent and
survey attachments to allow invited participants time to gather data or consult with
other staff or contributing members, in advance of the online survey dissemination;
follow up within 1-2 weeks with a telephone call for the manager lead/best person to
be invited to participate information, for those who have not responded to the email;
ask these leads if there are any other programs that they are aware of, for which
information is publicly available, that should be invited to participate;
search for those organizations’ information in the public domain and contact them
by email or phone, depending on which information is available;
advise the referring organization if information was not found for a referred
program/organization; and,
advise them that they can pass on the researchers’ information to organizations
who might be interested in participating.

A final list will be generated to make up the GFB program study participant list. A unique
study ID code will be assigned to each GFB program on this list, and stored on a separate
confidential master list, accessible only by the researcher and principal investigator. This
will allow the researcher to be able to:
•
•

follow up with the GFB program organization for further data clarification, should this
need arise. As a study participant, you agree to be contacted in future if data
clarification is required; and
isolate and remove a specific organization’s data, should the organization request
withdrawal from the study at any time.
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Survey Dissemination
An email will be sent to you, as the program lead contact on the GFB program study
participant list, inviting you to participate in the study using a unique study ID code provided
in the email, and a link to the online survey. The Letter of Information and Consent will be
included in the beginning of the online survey, followed by a check box, allowing you to
confirm consent to participate. You will be asked if you agree to the name of the GFB
program you represent, to be acknowledged as a contributor to the research in the final
research report; this is not a requirement of study participation. The unique study ID code
assigned to each GFB program, will be required to be entered before beginning the full
survey.
Voluntary Participation
Participation in this research is voluntary. If you agree to participate in this research study,
you will be asked to consent to participate by checking a box, and then complete an online
survey. The survey should take approximately 20 minutes to complete.
Withdrawal from Study
If you decide to withdraw from the study, you have the right to request withdrawal of
information collected about the GFB you represent. If you wish to have your information
removed, please let the researcher know.
Risks
There are no known or anticipated risks associated with participating in this study.
Benefits
You may not directly benefit from participating in this study, but the information gathered
may assist in providing recommendations and best practices to assist communities in how
they deliver and implement GFB programs or establish new GFB programs.
Confidentiality
Direct identifiers will not be collected on the survey. The principal investigator and coinvestigator will retain a master list that links the participants’ unique study ID code with the
actual GFB program title so data can be re-linked if necessary. All research data will be
stored for seven years and saved on a password-protected device, specifically on the
researcher’s personal computer in a secured folder. The information will only be available
for access by the researcher and the principal investigator. Your survey responses will be
collected through a secure online survey platform called Qualtrics. Qualtrics uses encryption
technology and restricted access authorization to protect all data collected. In addition,
Western’s Qualtrics server is in Ireland, where privacy standards are maintained under the
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European Union safe harbor framework. The data will then be exported from Qualtrics and
securely stored on Western University’s server. Data will be analyzed in aggregate form on
the researcher’s personal password-protected device. The password-protected personal
computer is kept in a locked building when not in direct possession of the researcher.
Compensation
You will be not be compensated for your participation in this research.
Rights as a Participant
Your participation in this study is voluntary. You may decide not to be in this study. Even if
you consent to participate, you have the right to not answer individual questions in the
survey or withdraw from the study at any time. If you decide to withdraw from the study, the
information collected as it relates to the GFB site you represent, will not be used as part of
the study. You do not waive any legal right by consenting to this study.
Consent
Checking the ‘consent to participate’ box and completing the survey is indication of your
consent to participate.
Questions about the Study
If you have any questions about this research study, please contact:
Joseph Lyons
Assistant Professor
Director, Local Government Program
Department of Political Science
Western University
Social Science Centre, Rm 4162
London, ON N6A 5C2
jlyons7@uwo.ca
519-661-2111, ext. 85168

Ellen Pezzetta
RN, BScN, DPA
Masters Public Administration Candidate
Local Government Program
Western University
905-332-7002
epezzett@uwo.ca

If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant or the conduct of this
study, you may contact The Office of Human Research Ethics (519) 661-3036, 1-844-7209816, email: ethics@uwo.ca. This office oversees the ethical conduct of research studies
and is not part of the study team. Everything that you discuss will be kept confidential.
In addition to the above, representatives of The University of Western Ontario’s NonMedical Research Ethics Board may require access to your study-related records to monitor
the conduct of the research.
THIS LETTER IS YOURS TO KEEP FOR FUTURE REFERENCE.
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Appendix C - Email Script for Recruitment
Subject Line: Invitation to participate in research:
Factors Affecting Good Food Box (GFB) Program Sustainability in Canada
Hello,
My name is Ellen Pezzetta. I am a Masters Student at Western University in the Public
Administration Program, inviting you to participate in an academic study, in the form of an online
survey, that I am conducting on Good Food Box (GFB) Programs in Canada. I accessed your
email address from publicly available information. The principal investigator for this research is
Joseph Lyons, a professor at Western University, and my research supervisor is Jennifer
Kirkham, also a professor at Western University.
The goal of this research is to determine what the factors are, that contribute to the program
being sustainable. In other words, what helps a GFB program continue to exist, achieve its
mission and goals, and have the financial stability it requires to continue. The intent is to gather
information about promising practices that existing GFB programs or communities that are
considering implementing a new GFB program, can use for their programs.
I would like to invite you to participate in completing the online survey to share your experience
with the GFB program that is in your area, and/or that you oversee. Attached is a letter of
information and consent that provides further details about the proposed study, and a copy of
the survey, to allow you time to gather any report data or consult with other staff or contributing
members, in advance of the online survey being sent to you. Once disseminated, the survey
should take approximately 20 minutes to complete.
Because there is no central database of all GFB programs in Canada, there may be programs
that are not known to me, or which have been discontinued. Should you be aware of the names
of any existing or discontinued GFB programs, that I am unaware of, but about which
information is available publicly, that may be interested in participating in this research, please
provide the organization names. I will search this publicly available information for contact
information and invite them to participate in the study. I will advise you if I am unable to find
publicly available information to contact them. You can then provide them my information, and
they can contact me directly if they wish more information and/or wish to participate in the study.
If you are willing to participate in this study, please confirm the correct email contact information
that the survey can be sent to. I will follow up with a telephone call in 1-2 weeks if I do not hear
back to confirm if you are interested in participating and the correct address to send the
information to.
Sincerely,
Ellen Pezzetta
RN, DPA, BScN
Masters Public Administration Candidate
Local Government Program, Western University
epezzett@uwo.ca
905-332-7002

Principal Investigator
Joseph Lyons
Assistant Professor, Director
Local Government Program
Western University
Social Science Centre, Rm 4162
jlyons7@uwo.ca 519-661-2111, x85168
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Appendix D - Email Script with Survey Link and Unique Study ID Code
Subject Line: Research Survey: Factors Affecting Good Food Box (GFB) Program
Sustainability in Canada

Hello,
In follow-up to the email and/or telephone call you received/returned related to research
on Good Food Box (GFB) Program Sustainability in Canada (the email of which
included the Letter of Information and Consent and a word format copy of the survey being
used to gather information), I am inviting you to participate in this research through
completing this online survey. I am conducting this research as part of a Masters Program
in Public Administration at Western University, London, ON.
•
•
•

The survey should take approximately 20 minutes to complete and is open to
all existing and discontinued GFB programs.
A link to the Letter of Information and Consent is included at the beginning of the
survey, followed by a check box, allowing you to confirm your consent to participate.
You will also be asked if you would like the GFB program you represent, be
acknowledged as a contributor to the research in the final research report; this is not
a requirement of study participation.

The next question will ask you to copy and paste this unique study ID code to proceed to
the full survey questions.
Unique Study ID Code:
Link to Online Survey:

https://uwo.eu.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_b9QWJbSXnE9DVSR

Also, because there is no central database of all GFB programs in Canada, there may be
programs that are not known to me, or which have been discontinued. Should you be aware
of the names of any existing or discontinued GFB programs, that I am unaware of, but
about which information is available publicly, that may be interested in participating in this
research, please provide the organization names. I will search this publicly available
information and invite them to participate in the study. Alternatively, they can contact me
directly through my contact information below.
Thank you in advance for your interest and participation in this research.
Ellen
Ellen Pezzetta
RN, BScN, DPA, Masters Public Administration Candidate
epezzett@uwo.ca
905-332-7002
Major Research Project: Good Food Box Program Sustainability in Canada
ellen.pezzetta1@gmail.com
https://ca.linkedin.com/in/ellen-pezzetta-rn-bscn-mpa-candidate
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Appendix E -Telephone Script for Good Food Box Program Research
Study Recruitment
Hello,
May I please speak with (GFB program manager or insert name of the potential participant here
if this information is publicly available).
I am a Masters Public Administration (MPA) student at Western University, in London, Ontario,
completing research on Good Food Box programs across Canada. I would like to speak to the
GFB program manager or coordinator about this research.
If able to secure the correct individual on the phone.
I would like to invite you to participate in a research project that is studying factors that
contribute to sustainability of GFB programs; in other words, what helps a GFB program
continue to exist, achieve its mission and goals, and have the financial stability it requires to
continue.
I have an email that I can send you that provides more details about the research, who is
included, how data will be gathered, how privacy information will be protected, and how to
provide consent (refer to email script as follow up). I can also provide you more information over
the phone now if you have time available.
Is this a good time to discuss this?
If yes, continue to explain study details to them based on the letter of information and consent
that is part of the survey platform and the email script.
Do you have any questions?
Are you interested in participating in this research?
If yes, confirm email & contact information details where the online survey with the embedded
LOI/C will be sent to.
I have one final question:
Because there is no central database of all GFB programs in Canada, there may be programs
that are not known to me, or which have been discontinued. Can you provide me names of GFB
organizations that I am unaware of, but about which information is available publicly, so that I
can access contact information through a search of this public information, and invite them to
participate in the study? I will advise you if I am unable to find publicly available information. You
can then provide them with my contact information to reach me if they wish to participate.
Thank you for your time today. I will send you the email along with the survey, that includes the
letter of information and consent to allow you time to gather any report data or consult with other
staff or contributing members, in advance of the online survey being sent to you.
Ellen Pezzetta
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Appendix F - Reminder Email Script for Recruitment
Subject Line: Reminder - Invitation to participate in research: Factors affecting Good
Food Box (GFB) Program Sustainability in Canada
An email was sent to you one week ago and we wanted to send you a quick reminder about our
study.
You are being invited to participate in a study that we, Ellen Pezzetta, researcher, and Joseph
Lyons, principal investigator, are conducting. Briefly, the study involves completing an online
survey on information about the Good Food Box program that is in your area and/or that you
oversee. The survey should take approximately 20 minutes to complete.
If you would like to participate in this study, please click on the link below to access the survey,
which includes a letter of information and consent, requiring a check off if you agree to
participate. Your unique study ID code contained in this email will be required to complete the
survey.

Unique Study ID Code:
Survey Link:
https://uwo.eu.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_b9QWJbSXnE9DVSR

Thank you,
Ellen Pezzetta
RN, DPA, BScN
Masters Public Administration Candidate
Local Government Program
Western University
epezzett@uwo.ca
905-332-7002

Principal Investigator
Joseph Lyons
Assistant Professor, Director
Local Government Program
Western University
Social Science Centre, Rm 4162
London, ON N6A 5C2
jlyons7@uwo.ca
519-661-2111, ext. 85168
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Appendix G - Final Reminder Email Script for Recruitment
Subject Line: Final Reminder: Invitation to participate in research: Factors Affecting
Good Food Box (GFB) Program Sustainability in Canada

We wanted to send you a quick final reminder about our study that will close in two days (or
specify date).
You are being invited to participate in a study that we, Ellen Pezzetta, researcher, and Joseph
Lyons, principal investigator, are conducting. Briefly, the study involves completing an online
survey on information about the Good Food Box program that is in your area and/or that you
oversee. The survey should take approximately 20 minutes to complete.
If you would like to participate in this study, please click on the link below to access the survey,
which includes a letter of information and consent, requiring a check off if you agree to
participate. Your unique study ID code contained in this email will be required to complete the
survey.

Unique Study ID Code:
Survey Link:
https://uwo.eu.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_b9QWJbSXnE9DVSR

Thank you,
Ellen Pezzetta
RN, DPA, BScN
Masters Public Administration Candidate
Local Government Program
Western University
epezzett@uwo.ca
905-332-7002

Principal Investigator
Joseph Lyons
Assistant Professor, Director
Local Government Program
Western University
Social Science Centre, Rm 4162
London, ON N6A 5C2
jlyons7@uwo.ca
519-661-2111, ext. 85168
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Appendix H - Good Food Box (GFB) Program - Research Protocol
Gather study participant list & contact
information

Outreach to GFB manager/coordinator
identified as “leads” to confirm correct
contact information to send survey to,
and provide additional research
information

Finalize study participant listing &
create Master List of all GFB Sites &
assign Study ID code & keep as
separate from survey data

1. Make initial list from 2013 publicly
available research of GFB programs;
complete internet search of these to
obtain publicly available contact info –
name, email, phone #
2. Contact Food Share & Edmonton
programs to provide names of GFB
programs; complete internet search of
these to obtain publicly available contact
info – name, email, phone #
3. Contact Sustain Ontario to provide
names of GFB organizations researcher
unaware of; complete internet search of
these to obtain publicly available contact
info – name, email, phone #
4. Participant list: An inventory list of
existing or past GFB programs will be
generated from the above steps,
gathered from all researched publicly
available information, including email or
phone contact information.
(May 2019)
Email:
1) See email script to be sent with LOI/C &
survey copy (to assist with them gathering any
program or budget information and/or consult
with other staff as needed to complete the online
survey)
2) Telephone call within 1-2 weeks post email
sent for those who have not responded
3) Search publicly available information for any
additional organizations referred to researcher
4) send email script, with LOI/C and survey
attachments to any additional study participants
identified to invite for which information is
publicly available or for any organizations that
contact researcher to be added to study
participant list.
(May 2019)
Create Master List with unique study ID codes
with final study participant list
Send copy to Principal Investigator (PI) as per
Western University policy.
(May 2019)
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Pilot test finalized Qualtrics online
survey
Correct online survey issues

Disseminate final online survey with 4
week open-close date.

Researcher to complete survey pilot testing.
(May 2019)
Researcher to correct.
(May 2019)
Send online survey via email with unique study
ID code to all existing & past GFB program
leads on study participant list
(goal with 2 week turnaround)

Reminder prompt for online survey
completion

(June 2019- first 2 weeks)
Send reminder email with online survey link 1
week after initial dissemination

Final reminder prompt for online
survey completion

(June 2019)
Send final reminder email with online survey link
2 days before survey closure.

Data Analysis

Study Acknowledgement Listing

Study Electronic Report Request
Listing

(June 2019)
Jamovi software data analysis system to be
used
(mid-late June 2019)
Gather all data from acknowledgement survey
question for all those who wish to be
acknowledged in report
(July week 1 2019)
Gather all data from electronic report request
survey question for all those who wish to receive
electronic copy of report post
completion/approval

Report completion

(July week 1 2019)
July 2019

Report review/edits/approval

July 2019

Report Electronic Dissemination

September 2019
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Appendix I - Provincial/territorial Food Policies Across Canada
Province
or
Territory

Food Policies, Policy Interventions, Programs, Agreements

Agriculture School
Local &
New
food
sustainable farmers
food

Indigenous
Food
& Northern (in)security
food
sovereignty
2
-

Total
#

AB

3

6

5

2

18

BC

4

10

8

1

8

5

36

SK

3

4

2

3

2

1

15

MB

6

8

6

5

3

2

30

ON

5

10

8

2

4

1

30

QC

4

9

9

5

9

3

39

NB

3

6

6

3

0

2

20

NS

4

5

7

3

1

1

21

PEI

3

3

4

2

0

1

13

NL

1

4

4

5

5

1

20

NU

-

2

-

-

11

3

16

NT

1

3

-

2

16

3

25

YT

1

1

-

1

2

-

5

Total #

38

71

59

34

63

23

288

Federal policies in these policy areas are not listed in this summary.
(Martorell, 2017)
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Appendix J - Impact of Product Availability from Local Farms and
Agriculture

#
1

Field

Minimum

Maximum Mean

To what extent has product
availability from local farms and
agriculture impacted the
sustainability of the GFB
Program?

Std
Variance Count
Deviation
1.00
4.00
3.04 0.98 0.95 46

#

Answer

%

Count

1

Great extent

8.70%

4

2

Moderate extent

19.57%

9

3

Small extent

30.43%

14

4

Not at all

41.30%

19

Total

100%

46
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Appendix K - Types of Organizations Involved in GFB Programs
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Appendix L - Summary of GFB Program Reach Across Canada
Performance
metric

Total reach

Average per GFB
program

Total # responses

# Good food boxes
distributed

170,286

3,960

43

# Unique individuals

29,775

726

41

# Unique individuals
received financial
support

7,945

198

40
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